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 Many marketers are using recommend-a-friend programs to harness the power 
of word of mouth. However, there is a dearth of academic research about the 
effectiveness of such programs. Psychological literature has advanced opposing 
arguments about the efficacy of incentives. This study used psychological (i.e., 
expectancy-value theory) and sociological (i.e., impression management theory) 
theories to explain the circumstances under which incentives motivate or do not 
motivate purchase recommendations.  
 Through a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative methods, it was found 
that other-oriented motivation positively predicted the likelihood to recommend in a 
non-incentivized situation. In an incentivized situation, incentives can have both a 
positive and a negative impact on the likelihood to recommend. The positive impact 
of incentives was through its subjective value (operationalized as perceived 
attractiveness). The more attractive an incentive was perceived to be, the more likely 
a recommendation would occur. The negative impact of incentives was more indirect. 
It worked through the objective value of incentives (operationalized as incentive size), 
on metaperception. Metaperception of the recommendation (i.e., how one thinks 
others will perceive one’s recommendation) in turn affected the likelihood to make a 
recommendation, To elaborate, incentive size was negatively correlated with the 
metaperception of the recommendation. This meant that when an incentive was 
present, the larger the size of the incentive, the more unfavorable metaperception of 
the recommendation became. Since metaperception of the recommendation, was 
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positively correlated with the likelihood to recommend, it meant that the more 
negative the metaperception of the recommendation was, the less likely one would 
make a recommendation.  
 Tie strength (ranging from strong tie relations like a spouse, to weak tie 
relations, like a seldom-contacted acquaintance) on the other hand was positively 
correlated with the metaperception of the recommendation. Metaperception of the 
recommendation was found to mediate the relationship between incentive, tie strength 
and the likelihood to recommend. Therefore, while the objective value of an incentive 
(incentive size) has a negative impact on recommendations via metaperception of the 
recommendation, the negative impact can be offset by the positive impact of tie 
strength on metaperception.  
 The study made several contributions to both theory and marketing practice. 
First, it examined incentivized recommendations, filling a gap in academic research 
on WOM. Second, it applied psychological and sociological theories into the WOM 
domain with the inclusion of the perceived attractiveness of an incentive, and the 
metaperception of the recommendation into the study. These two variables may not 
have been relevant in a non-incentivized WOM context, but aid in explaining 
incentivized recommendation behaviors. Third, it extended our understanding of the 
tie strength and WOM relationship in an incentivized context and found that 
metaperception was as an important mediator in the relationship, even for strong ties. 
When incentivized, the unfavorable metaperception can be reduced if the 
recommendation was to be made to a strong tie relation. This has managerial 






























 Word-of-mouth (WOM) is probably one of the oldest mechanisms by which 
knowledge about products and services is expressed, developed and disseminated. In 
the academic literature, this phenomenon has been the subject of extensive 
investigation, especially from the 1960s onwards. Arndt (1967b, p. 190), one of the 
early researchers of WOM defined it as “oral, person-to-person communication 
between a perceived non-commercial communicator and a receiver concerning a 
brand, a product, or a service offered for sale."  
 Compared to advertising by companies, WOM is generally more trusted by 
consumers. This is because of its perceived objectivity (Price and Feick 1984; 
Thorelli 1971). WOM givers are assumed to generally have nothing to gain from the 
WOM recipient’s subsequent actions (Schiffman and Kanuk 1997), so what they say 
is perceived as credible (Silverman 1997), and more trustworthy (Flynn, Goldsmith 
and Eastman 1996; Murray 1991). As a result, WOM has been very influential in 
consumer purchase decision-making (Kiel and Layton 1981; Murray 1991; Price and 
Feick 1984). WOM has the ability to get people to act and has been shown to be the 
proximal cause of purchase, making it a powerful force in the marketplace (Silverman 
1997).   
 One particular aspect of WOM is recommendations or referrals. Referrals are 
defined as new customers acquired in whole or in part by recommendations (East, 
Lomax, and Narain 2001). From this, it seems that the word ‘referral’ is used from the 
company’s perspective, while the word ‘recommendation’ is from the customer’s 
perspective, and this study will adopt these terms as such. Some small businesses are 
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able to spend minimal amounts on advertising, because most of their customers are 
obtained through referrals (Bristor 1990). When customers are acquired through 
referrals, it means that the cost of acquiring that customer is low. 
 
1.2 RATIONALE OF STUDY 
An increasing number of companies are proactively intervening in an effort to 
stimulate and manage WOM activity (Buttle 1998). As a result, the use of referral 
incentive programs has been growing steadily (Biyalogorsky, Gerstner and Libai 
2001; Murphy 1997). Diverse kinds of companies, ranging from banks, mobile phone 
service providers, book retailers, social clubs, e-commerce outfits, to charity 
organizations, now use referral incentive programs as a tool to attract more customers, 
members, or donors. In an attempt to boost tourist arrivals after the devastating effects 
of SARS on the economy of Singapore, even the Singapore Tourism Board 
introduced an ‘invite a friend to visit Singapore’ promotion, which worked like a 
referral incentive program.  
Basically, for such programs, companies give away cash or gifts of different 
kinds, to encourage people to make recommendations. If gifts are used, they can be 
categorized into two major types, namely goods and/or services related to the 
company’s offers, and those unrelated. These gifts may be given to the person 
recommending, or to the recipient of the recommendation. Although the program 
designs are varied, the objective is to get current customers to recommend others to 
the company or organization.  
The fact that many companies are jumping on the bandwagon and introducing 
referral programs suggests that they assume such programs will achieve the objective 
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of increasing the customer base. While referral programs are widely used in the 
industry, there is a dearth of academic research about such programs. 
 
1.3 CONTRIBUTIONS OF STUDY  
 This study is expected to provide theoretical contributions, as well as 
implications for practicing managers. First, because there is a dearth of literature 
about incentivized purchase recommendations, and thus a lack of understanding about 
the motivating effects of incentives in encouraging such recommendations, this study 
aims to fill that gap. The fact that marketers use incentives to encourage purchase 
recommendations suggests that they subscribe implicitly to the behaviorist theory that 
an incentive acts as a reinforcer of a behavior, increasing the probability of its 
recurrence (Graham 1994). The issue of the motivating effects of incentives has been 
hotly debated by academic researchers using the theory of intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation. Intrinsic motivation is doing something that is inherently interesting or 
enjoyable (Ryan and Deci 2000), while extrinsic motivation is doing something as a 
means to an end. Extrinsic motivation is usually controlled by rewards and 
punishments (Tatzel 2003). Therefore, incentives are considered extrinsic motivators. 
Many investigations about the effects of rewards on motivation and behavior showed 
that rewards could be highly motivating (e.g., Hilgard and Bower 1975; Latham and 
Locke 1991). On the other hand, rewards have been found to decrease intrinsic 
motivation, task interest and creativity (e.g., Deci 1971; Leeper, Greene and Nisbett 
1973). Previous research suggests that in general, incentives do motivate behavior. 
However, there may be certain conditions under which they may have a negative 
impact on behavior. This study attempts to examine when incentives for encouraging 
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purchase recommendations motivate, when they do not, and when they might even 
have a detrimental impact on purchase recommendations. 
 Second, this study extends psychological (i.e., expectancy-value theory) and 
sociological (i.e., impression management theory) theories into the WOM domain to 
explain the circumstances under which incentives motivate or do not motivate 
purchase recommendations. Specifically, research on the effectiveness of incentives 
has to the author’s knowledge, not focused on the perceived attractiveness of the 
incentive. The perceived attractiveness of an incentive however, is an important 
aspect of motivation. Fishbein’s expectancy-value theory of motivation suggests that 
when something is perceived to be of value, it will influence choice (Wigfield 1994; 
Wigfield and Eccles 2000). Therefore, the more attractive an incentive is perceived to 
be, the more likely it will motivate purchase recommendations.   
 Concomitantly, the general need to manage impressions in a positive way 
(Schlenker 1980; Markus and Nurius 1986) may lead to situations whereby incentives 
do not motivate purchase recommendations. Central to the theory of impression 
management is the concept of metaperception (Schlenker 1980). Metaperception is 
the process of predicting how others perceive oneself (Laing, Phillipson and Lee 
1966). If a recommendation giver receives an incentive that s/he thinks will be 
deemed attractive by the recommendation recipient, s/he might conclude that the 
recommendation recipient will attribute his/her motive as wanting to obtain the 
incentive, rather than having the WOM recipient’s best interest at heart.  This might 
lead to a negative metaperception. Thus, the recommendation giver might be 
unwilling to make a recommendation to avoid being perceived in a less favorable 
light.  Thus, impression management may reduce the effectiveness of incentives as 
motivators. 
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 Third, the study contributes to our understanding of the motivators of 
recommendations. WOM can be positive or negative. Researchers of positive WOM 
have operationalized the construct in many ways, including talking (e.g., Bone 1992; 
Herr, Kardes and Kim 1991), telling (e.g., Bowman and Narayandas 2001; Harrison-
Walker 2001), mentioning (e.g., Sundaram and Webster 1999; Swanson and Kelley 
2001), referrals (e.g., Money 2000; Money, Gilly and Graham 1998) or making 
purchase recommendations (Swan and Oliver 1989; Weenig and Midden 1991). 
Hence, our understanding of the motivators of positive WOM is not specific only to 
recommendations. This study however, focuses solely on recommendations. 
Understanding what motivates recommendations can aid managers in improving the 
positioning and design of their referral incentive programs. 
 Finally, this study uses a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative methods.  
The qualitative study will allow the exploration and enhancement of our 
understanding of the psychological forces at work in the context of incentivized 
recommendations. It will also help to structure the conceptual model, and guide the 
research direction for the empirical study. The empirical study is an experiment that 
provides greater control to test the hypothesized relationships.  
 
1.4 ORGANIZATION OF STUDY 
This dissertation comprises seven chapters. Chapter 2 provides a 
comprehensive review of the WOM literature. The methodology and findings of the 
qualitative study is presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 discusses the conceptual 
framework and research hypotheses of the current study. Chapter 5 reports the 
methodology for the empirical study. Chapter 6 details the data analysis and the 
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findings of the empirical study. Finally, Chapter 7 presents the discussion, theoretical 
























LITERATURE REVIEW  
  
 This chapter provides an overview of the WOM literature. The discussion is to 
ensure comprehensiveness in understanding the current state of research in WOM. A 
review of literature that directly relates to the conceptual framework is detailed in 
Chapter 4. I first present the definition of WOM and some of its characteristics. 
Following this is a discussion on the importance of WOM to the consumer and to the 
company. For the consumer, the literature review focuses on the importance of WOM 
to both the giver and recipient. For the company, the focus is on the impact of positive 
and negative WOM. Next, the impact of tie strength on WOM is presented. Finally, I 
review what marketers have been doing to harness the power of WOM and what 
academic researchers have found.  
 
2.1 WORD-OF-MOUTH DEFINITION AND CHARACTERISTICS 
 Word-of-mouth (WOM) is probably one of the oldest mechanisms by which 
knowledge about products and services is expressed, developed and disseminated. 
Arndt (1967b, p. 190) defined it as “oral, person-to-person communication between a 
perceived non-commercial communicator and a receiver concerning a brand, a 
product, or a service offered for sale." There are many aspects to WOM and they 
include sharing about positive personal experiences, advice giving or making a 
recommendation, giving product news, and providing negative WOM (Richins and 
Shaffer 1988). 
 WOM has several distinct characteristics. It is assumed to be independent 
from the marketer (Arndt 1967a), which leads to its perceived objectivity (Price and 
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Feick 1984; Thorelli 1971), credibility (Silverman 1997) and trustworthiness (Flynn, 
Goldsmith and Eastman 1996; Murray 1991). The giver of WOM also generally has 
nothing to gain from the recipient’s subsequent actions (Schiffman and Kanuk 1997). 
Hence, WOM is more likely to be relied on in consumer decision-making than other 
sources like the mass media (Gilly et al. 1998; Murray 1991), and has been found to 
be the proximal cause of purchase decisions (Silverman 1997).   
 
2.2 IMPORTANCE OF WORD-OF-MOUTH  
The importance of WOM can be seen from the perspectives of the consumer 
and the company. For the consumer, WOM is important to the giver as it meets the 
psychological need to engage in WOM. For the recipient, WOM reduces perceived 
risk in purchase situations and simplifies the choice process in a purchase decision. 
For the company, WOM has both a positive and negative impact on its reputation and 
profitability, depending on its valence. 
 
2.2.1 IMPORTANCE TO THE WORD-OF-MOUTH GIVER  
For the WOM giver, the importance of WOM is more psychological in nature. 
It deals more with what motivates a person to talk to others about a product or service 
experience. Thus, in the next few sections, I will discuss what motivates WOM, and 
elaborate on two categories of people who are known for being very active in giving 
WOM, namely opinion leaders and market mavens. 
 
2.2.1.1 Motivators of Word-Of-Mouth 
Arndt and Dichter’s Motivators 
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Arndt (1967b) and Dichter (1966) have been widely cited to provide 
theoretical support for the motivators of WOM. Arndt (1967b) proposed six 
motivators of WOM, namely altruism, instrumental motive, ego-defense, interest and 
ego-involvement, establishment of cognitive clarity, and reduction of cognitive 
dissonance. Altruism is when WOM is given to help others make better purchasing 
decisions. An instrumental motive is when WOM is given as a means to an end. It is 
the personal agenda of the WOM giver and may not be related to the WOM message, 
or the welfare of the recipient of WOM. For example, one might want to appear 
knowledgeable or popular and give WOM for that reason. Ego defense is when 
products or brands are used as scapegoats and blamed, in order to protect oneself from 
appearing to have made a bad judgment in a purchase decision. This is more like face-
saving WOM, and seems to apply more to negative WOM. Interest and ego-
involvement is when WOM is given because the WOM giver is interested in a 
particular topic and enjoys talking about it. Opinion leaders and market mavens 
usually give WOM for this reason. Establishment of cognitive clarity means that if 
there is something that produces ambiguity within a WOM giver, there is a search for 
meaning in the environment to account for what happened in order to achieve clarity. 
When a person has made a choice between two or more alternatives, dissonance may 
result. Reduction of cognitive dissonance may involve giving WOM to gain social 
support or to persuade others to share one’s views, or recommend others to buy the 
product in question, thus affirming one’s choice and creating consonance.  
Dichter (1966) used an involvement framework and identified four motivators 
of WOM, namely product involvement, self involvement, other involvement and 
message involvement. Product involvement relates to talking or making a 
recommendation in order to release a tension that was produced by the product or 
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service experience. Self involvement refers to the situation when WOM is used to 
meet the consumer’s need to reassure himself or herself in front of others, to show 
connoisseurship or to seek confirmation of his/her judgment. In other involvement, 
consumers engage in WOM with the intent to help others. Message involvement 
refers to the situation when a product or service is presented through advertisement, 
commercials, or public relations in a way that induces a person to talk about it.  
Arndt’s (1967b) motivators can be relevant to both positive and negative 
WOM, whereas Dichter (1966) was referring mainly to positive WOM when he 
proposed the involvement motivators. It can be seen that there are some overlaps in 
the motivators proposed by Arndt (1967b) and Dichter (1966). For example, Dichter’s 
(1966) other involvement, seems similar to Arndt’s (1967b) altruism. In addition, 
Arndt’s (1967b) interest and ego involvement seem to be a combination of Dichter’s 
self and product involvement. 
Later researchers have used empirical evidence to provide support for Arndt’s 
and Dichter’s propositions. For instance, Sundaram, Mitra and Webster (1998) found 
that consumers engaged in positive WOM for a wide range of products and services, 
for altruistic, product involvement, self enhancement reasons and to help the 
company. Kim, Han and Lee (2001) found that highly committed hotel guests often 
stayed at the same hotel again and gave strong recommendations to others to stay at 
the hotel, reflecting self or product involvement. Mangold, Miller and Brockway’s 
(1999) found that the recipient’s felt need, coincidental communication, and 
observance of a purchase or its outcome were the main motivators of positive WOM, 
while that for negative WOM were the recipient’s felt need, coincidental 
communication and the WOM giver’s dissatisfaction.  
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There are many motivators of WOM but they can be classified as being more 
other-oriented, or more self-oriented in nature, borrowing terms coined by Sundaram, 
Mitra and Webster (1998). With the exceptions of altruism, other involvement and the 
recipient’s felt need, the rest of the motivators are more self-oriented, and include self 
involvement, self enhancement, product involvement, message involvement, 
establishment of cognitive clarity and the reduction of cognitive dissonance. 
The motivators of WOM that have been derived for marketplace WOM also 
apply in marketspace WOM or electronic WOM (e-WOM). Hennig-Thurau et. al. 
(2004) studied the motivators of e-WOM and identified four segments of consumers 
based on their different eWOM motives. It was found that the primary motivation for 
giving eWOM across all four segments was concern for other customers. Therefore, 
other motivators were used to distinguish the four segments. The first and biggest 
segment was called self-interested helpers, who had economic incentive as the second 
strongest motivator for eWOM. The second biggest segment was called true altruists 
as they were both strongly motivated by helping other consumers, as well as helping 
companies. The third was called multiple-motive consumers as they were motivated 
by a large number of motivations at the same time, like concern for others, social 
benefits, advice seeking and helping the company. The fourth segment was called 
consumer advocates as they were primarily only motivated by concern for other 
consumers when giving eWOM. 
 
Satisfaction-Dissatisfaction 
A person’s satisfaction or dissatisfaction with a purchase experience is 
inextricably linked to WOM. It has generally been regarded a key antecedent of 
product-related WOM (Anderson 1998; Blodgett, Granbois and Walters 1993; 
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Reichheld and Sasser 1990). This suggests that satisfaction and dissatisfaction is a 
necessary condition for WOM. Satisfaction is “an overall evaluation based on the 
total purchase and consumption experience with a good or service over time” 
(Anderson, Fornell and Lehmann 1994, p. 54). The disconfirmation of expectations 
model is the most widely applied model used by researchers to explain customer 
satisfaction (e.g., Churchill and Surprenant 1982; Swan and Trawick 1982; Tse and 
Wilton 1988), and performs well in competitive markets with reasonably 
knowledgeable customers who are able to match their needs and wants with what they 
expect from the chosen product (Wirtz and Mattila 2001). People usually have pre-
purchase expectations about a product or service. If their expectations are positively 
disconfirmed, that is, the product or service performs better than expected, they will 
be satisfied. Dissatisfaction occurs when expectations are negatively disconfirmed, 
that is, the product or service performs more poorly than expected (Monroe and 
Krishnan 1983; Oliver 1977). 
High levels of satisfaction have been repeatedly associated with favorable 
WOM. Satisfied consumers are known to tell others who are external to the 
transaction, of their pleasure and satisfaction. Numerous studies have found a positive 
relationship between satisfaction and positive WOM (Mangold, Miller and Brockway 
1999; Naylor and Kleiser 2000; Ranaweera and Prabhu 2003), and referrals (Verhoef, 
Franses and Hoekstra 2002). Dissatisfaction on the other hand, leads to negative 
WOM (Bearden and Teel 1983) and the tendency to engage in negative WOM 
increases with the intensity of dissatisfaction (Johnston 1998; Richins 1983).  There 
have been contradictory findings with regards to the amount of WOM generated by 
satisfied and dissatisfied consumers. In the early WOM studies, Holmes and Lett 
(1977) for instance, found that satisfied consumers engaged in more WOM than 
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dissatisfied consumers. Richins (1983) on the other hand, found that dissatisfied 
customers generated more WOM than satisfied customers. These seemingly 
contradictory findings were reconciled when it was found that there is an asymmetric 
U-shaped relationship between consumer satisfaction and WOM, where WOM is 
higher for extremely satisfied and extremely dissatisfied consumers than for those 
with more moderate levels of satisfaction (Anderson 1998; Soderlund 1998).  
 Some cases of dissatisfaction may first lead to customers voicing their 
complaints to the company. If the complaints are handled effectively, it can lead to 
positive WOM and goodwill (Blodgett, Wakefield and Barnes 1995), as well as 
recommendations (Swanson and Kelley 2001). The probability of a satisfied 
complainant repatronizing the retailer and engaging in positive WOM is quite high 
(Blodgett and Anderson 2000). It was found that customers who were extremely 
satisfied following a complaint were more likely to engage in positive WOM than 
those who were moderately satisfied (Bowman and Narayandas 2001). On the other 
hand, complaints that are not handled properly can result in negative WOM (Richins 
1983; Sundaram, Mitra and Webster 1998). The more customers are satisfied with the 
complaint handling, the more negative WOM will decrease (Davidow and Leigh 
1998; Richins 1987).  
 
2.2.1.2 Opinion Leaders and Market Mavens 
Although most individuals do engage in WOM at one time or another, there 
are two groups of people who have been identified as giving WOM more frequently. 
They are the opinion leaders and market mavens, who are highly sought after by 
others for their opinions. 
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Based on Arndt’s (1967b) classification of motives, opinion leaders and market 
mavens give WOM because of interest and ego-involvement. Opinion leaders are 
people with superior product knowledge and expertise because they tend to be highly 
involved in a product on an enduring basis (Bloch, Sherrell and Ridgway 1986; Feick 
and Price 1987). This enduring involvement has been found to lead to increased 
WOM being generated by them (Richins and Shaffer 1988). Others also turn to them 
for advice and use them as information sources (Leonard-Barton 1985; Yale and Gilly 
1995). As a result, they are frequently able to influence the attitudes and behaviors of 
others (Solomon 1992). Many opinion leaders are also innovators and they play a role 
in the diffusion of innovation. In Katz and Lazarsfeld’s (1955) two-step flow of the 
diffusion of innovation, opinion leaders are posited to be influenced by the mass 
media, and they in turn influence the masses to adopt an innovation by giving WOM. 
 Opinion leaders are not the only influencers. Feick and Price (1987) coined the 
term “market maven” to represent people who influence the purchasing decision of 
others, not because of their product knowledge or expertise, but because of their more 
general knowledge and experience with markets, due in part to their love for 
shopping. A market maven’s WOM is prompted more by their involvement with 
people than with the product (Richins 1987; Singh 1990). Market mavens enjoy 
advising friends of new products or services, and where to shop (Feick and Price 
1987; Higie, Feick and Price 1987). Not only does the market maven prompt WOM, 
those who seek information from them are disproportionately likely to act on what 
they are told (Gelb and Johnson 1995). In terms of demographics, market mavens are 
largely women, but are indistinguishable in other ways (Higie, Feick and Price 1987).  
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2.2.2 IMPORTANCE TO THE WORD-OF-MOUTH RECIPIENT 
WOM to recipients is usually studied in the context of information search. 
One reason why WOM is frequently sought is because consumers want to reduce the 
perceived risks associated with the purchase of a product or service. Because risk is 
perceived, it varies from individual to individual. For example, some individuals may 
perceive buying a car or a notebook as involving high risk because of the financial 
outlay required and the long-term commitment of the decision, but others may not. 
Besides financial risk, there are other kinds of risks like social risk (e.g., whether one 
is fashionable or not), medical risk (e.g., whether the surgeon is skilled in a certain 
kind of operation), etc. The higher the perceived risk, the more WOM is sought 
(Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman 1996; Murray 1991).  
Risk reduction is a major reason for the importance of WOM in the purchase 
of services. In fact, in many instances, WOM appears to be the major source of 
information that people use for making service purchase decisions (Gremler 1994). 
Services are natural candidates for WOM because they are high in experience and 
credence qualities (Anderson 1998). These qualities make it difficult for services to be 
evaluated prior to purchase or consumption (Zeithaml 1981), thereby resulting in 
them being perceived as particularly risky (Guseman 1981; Murray and Schlacter 
1990). The greater the perceived risk of a service, the more actively WOM 
information is sought (Bansal and Voyer 2000). In fact, the WOM seeker may 
sometimes consider the giver’s experience with a service provider as a vicarious 
experience (Day and Barksdale 1992; Ennew, Banerjee and Li 2000) or a vicarious 
trial (Wilkie 1986). It is thus not surprising that many service companies obtain new 
customers through WOM (Johnson, Zinkhan and Ayala 1998; Zeithaml 1991). In the 
extant literature, WOM has been demonstrated to drive the purchase of services 
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ranging from non-professional services like hotels (Kim, Han and Lee 2001; Lewis, 
Chamber and Chacko 1995), and automobile mechanics (File, Judd and Prince 1992), 
to professional services like medical providers (Smoldt 1998), and financial planners 
(File, Judd and Prince 1992).  
 Similar to services, WOM also constitutes a major input for potential 
consumers of innovations, especially if the innovation is highly complex and risky in 
nature (Rogers 1995). The importance of WOM in the diffusion of innovations can be 
illustrated by the widely used Bass Model of Diffusion (1969). The model assumes 
that two means of communication affect adoption decision, namely mass media and 
WOM. In the model, innovators are influenced only by mass media communication or 
external influences, while later adopters are typically influenced only by WOM 
(Mahajan, Muller and Bass 1990). It has been found though, that innovators tend to 
use all kinds of information sources including sellers, governments and other third 
parties (Bayus, Carroll and Rao 1985; Lee, Lee and Schumann 2002; Price, Feick and 
Higie 1987), as well as WOM (Bayus, Carroll and Rao 1985; Gatignon and Robertson 
1985; Lee, Lee and Schumann 2002), while later adopters tend to rely heavily on 
WOM to make a purchase decision (Gatignon and Robertson 1985).  
 Another reason why WOM is so beneficial to consumers is because they 
reduce the range of alternatives and attributes that need to be assessed, and simplify 
and facilitate the choice process (Rosen and Olshavsky 1987). WOM also reduces 
their search costs (Jarvis 1998; Punj and Staelin 1983; Mattila and Wirtz 2002). Cody 
(2000) found in a study of dental patients that 46% of them selected their dentists 
based on recommendations, although 21% of the sample had grown up with their 
dentist and never had to make a choice. A recommendation given by someone was the 
main reason why consumers’ had made a switch from another service provider/store 
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(42% for hairdressers and 31% for main supermarkets). When the less voluntary 
switches (not by personal free choice but by circumstances beyond the person’s 
control) were excluded, the percentages were even higher at 65% for hairdressers and 
72% for main supermarkets (East, Lomax and Narain 2001). Many consumers who 
based their initial purchase decision on a recommendation subsequently went on to 
recommend the company to others (Brown and Reingen 1987; Gremler 1994).  
 In summary, I discussed the importance of WOM from both the perspectives 
of the giver and the recipient. The importance of WOM to the giver is in the 
psychological release or benefit that is obtained when engaging in WOM, which are 
encapsulated in Arndt’s (1967b) and Dichter’s (1966) motivators. A key antecedent 
for the occurrence of WOM is satisfaction or dissatisfaction with one’s consumption 
experience. There are two groups of people in particular, who give WOM frequently. 
They are opinion leaders, who are high in product involvement, and market mavens, 
who are high in people involvement. From the WOM recipient’s perspective, the main 
reason why WOM is so important is because it decreases the risk associated with a 
purchase, especially for services and innovations. In addition, it also simplifies the 
choice process for consumers faced with a purchase decision and reduces search 
costs. Most of the topics discussed in this section were included to ensure 
comprehensiveness rather than to contribute directly to the conceptual framework of 
the dissertation.. For motivators of WOM however, the WOM construct has been 
operationalized in different ways in empirical studies. Therefore, there is still no clear 
understanding of what drives recommendations in particular and this will be one of 
the research issues of this dissertation. 
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2.2.3 TIE STRENGTH AND THE WORD-OF-MOUTH DYAD 
WOM usually occurs in a dyad situation as part of social relationships. In 
social relationships, people interact with others from a spectrum of various degrees of 
tie strength, ranging from strong tie relations (e.g., a spouse) to weak tie relations 
(e.g., a seldom-contacted acquaintance) (Brown and Reingen 1987). Previous research 
on tie strength found that individuals in strong tie relations tended to interact more 
frequently compared to those in weak tie relations. WOM occurred in such 
interactions (Robertson, Zielinski and Ward 1984; Reingen and Kernan 1986; Brown 
and Reingen 1987). Even when both strong and weak tie relations were available as 
potential sources of information, strong ties were still more likely to be activated, 
because they were more readily accessible and were more motivated to be of 
assistance (Brown and Reingen 1987; Reingen and Kernan 1986). In addition, WOM 
from strong tie relations was perceived to be more influential than that from weak tie 
relations (Brown and Reingen 1987).  
Weak tie relations have their strengths as well. Bone (1992) proposed that when 
in a group, individuals might attempt to strengthen friendships. They might look for 
safe, uncontroversial topics of discussion that can be used to get to know each other 
better. Therefore, Bone (1992) suggested that the weaker the social ties that exist 
among group members, the more WOM would occur. While strong ties may be more 
significant in micro level WOM (between individuals), some studies have suggested a 
special significance for weak ties at the macro level (between groups in a larger social 
system) (Granovetter 1973; Weimann 1983; Reingen and Kernan 1986). Weak ties 
have a bridging function that enables WOM to travel from one subgroup to another 
segment of the broader social system (Bristor 1990; Brown and Reingen 1987; 
Granovetter 1973, 1982; Reingen and Kernan 1986).  
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In summary, WOM occurs in social relationships and tie strength is an integral 
part of social relationships. It has been found that WOM occurs more with strong tie 
relations than with weak tie relations, and strong tie relations play an important part in 
WOM at the micro level. Weak tie relations on the other hand, play an important role 
in WOM at the macro level. WOM information gets dispersed to other subgroups in 
the broader social system through weak ties. Tie strength is an extremely important 
construct that is relevant to any study on WOM, and will therefore be included in the 
conceptual framework of this dissertation. 
 
2.2.4 IMPORTANCE TO THE COMPANY 
 WOM can ultimately affect the profitability of a company positively or 
negatively, depending on its valence. Positive WOM involves giving of positive 
information and making recommendations about the product or service to others. 
Negative WOM on the other hand, involves giving negative information, and 
warnings to others against patronizing the company. Some researchers have studied 
WOM in general, without specifying what it entails. Many have operationalized 
WOM as talking, and yet others have made a distinction between saying positive 
things and making purchase recommendations. 
 
2.2.4.1 Positive Word-of-Mouth 
 Positive WOM involves promoting a company by making positive statements, 
recommendations and referrals (Bowen and Shoemaker 1998; Bendapudi and Berry 
1997). It has been found consumers are more likely to recommend a product to 
friends if the seller has control over the product success. This effect is strengthened 
when the reasons are known to be stable over time, rather than one-off kind of events 
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(Curren and Folkes 1987). The aspect of WOM that would have the most direct 
benefit to companies is referrals. Referrals are defined as new customers acquired in 
whole or in part by recommendations (East, Lomax, and Narain 2001), and many 
businesses are able to spend minimal amounts on advertising because most of their 
customers are obtained through referrals (Bristor 1990). When customers are acquired 
through referrals, it means that the cost of acquiring that customer is probably low. 
This is particularly important in view of the fact that many customers defect even 
before the company can break even on the acquisition cost for that customer 
(Reichheld and Schefter 2000). Besides reducing acquisition costs, referrals appear to 
be particularly effective in increasing sales because a referred customer is “pre-
screened” by the current customer in terms of both interest in the product category 
and an ability or willingness to pay (Brock 1983). Referred customers are already 
favorably predisposed to the company even before purchase (Gremler 1994).  
 One important research finding is that referred customers are more likely to 
become loyal customers compared to those who patronized a company because of an 
advertisement (Reichheld 1993). Also, many of these referred customers go on 
subsequently to recommend others to the company (Gremler 1994).  The number of 
recommendations made by loyal customers significantly increase with the length of 
their relationship with the company (Gremler and Brown 1994). Highly loyal 
customers have been termed ‘Apostles’ (Jones and Sasser 1995). Customer loyalty 
leads to increased customer retention, which can have tremendous implications for the 
profitability of a company. It has been found that across a variety of industries, 
reducing defections by 5% boosts profits by 25% to 85%. In fact, MBNA America, a 
credit card company found that when they reduced defection rates by 5%, there was 
an increase in average customer value by more than 125% (Reichheld and Sasser 
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1990). Referrals are so important to a company that some researchers have now 
developed different approaches to calculate the monetary value of customer referrals 
(e.g., Herrmann and Fuerderer 1997; Wangenheim and Bayon 2002). In summary, 
loyal customers are more likely to make referrals (Gremler and Brown 1994). At the 
same time, loyal customers are less likely to defect. Therefore, loyalty is both a cause 
of referrals, as well as a cause of reduced defections.  From another angle, since 
referred customers are already positively predisposed to the company even before 
purchase (Gremler 1994), they are also likely to become loyal customers after 
purchase (Reichheld 1993). Therefore, loyalty leads to more referrals being made and 
loyalty also leads to less defections. Hence, it contributes to profitability through both 
means. 
 Referrals do not only generate business for brick and mortar companies. On 
the Internet, the spread of WOM has accelerated, evolving into what has been termed 
“viral marketing” (Hughes 2002). To take advantage of this phenomenon, many e-
tailers have automated the referral process, letting customers send recommendations 
to acquaintances, while still at the e-tailers’ sites. The famous E-Bay website is one e-
commerce leader that has successfully taken advantage of referrals, with more than 
half of its customers accruing from referrals. E-Bay has even found that the costs of 
supporting referred customers are considerably lower for those brought in through 
other marketing efforts, because referred customers tend to use the people who 
referred them for advice and guidance, rather than call eBay’s technical support desk 
(Reichheld and Schefter 2000). Another successful e-commerce player is DeJa News, 
a news group with thousands of links to other sites. Referrals have contributed to their 
success (Griffin 1996). Many of those who are loyal to certain sites actually found 
those sites through referrals (Reichheld and Schefter 2000). Even customer loyalty in 
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e-commence has also been found to have a positive impact on referrals (Srinivasan, 
Anderson and Ponnavolu 2002). 
 
2.2.4.2 Negative Word-of-Mouth 
 This section will be a brief review of negative WOM because the focus of this 
study will be on referrals rather than negative WOM. When a product or service 
failure is seller-related and it is within the control of the seller, then consumers are 
more likely to warn friends about their unsatisfactory experience, than if the reason is 
caused by the buyer, or not within the seller’s control. In addition, if this failure 
occurs all the time, then negative WOM is more likely to take place (Curren and 
Folkes 1987). Negative WOM presents a threat to companies when spread. In general, 
it has been found that compared to positive WOM, negative WOM tends to be 
communicated to more people (Richins 1984). For instance, Anderson (1998) found 
that highly dissatisfied customers engaged in more WOM activity than highly 
satisfied customers. Silverman (1997) has found that negative WOM is spread to 
approximately 11 people on average, while positive WOM is spread to just three 
people.  
 Even if positive and negative WOM is spread to an equal number of people, 
there is still a negativity bias, in that people are more attuned to negative information. 
This might heighten the impact of the negative WOM that people receive. 
Researchers have found that negative information tends to lead to greater attention to 
and weighting of that information in evaluation (Lutz 1975; Miserski 1982; Schiffman 
and Kanuk 1997). In addition, the impact of negative information persists even when 
it has been refuted (Weinberger, Allen and Dillon 1981). Consumers who have heard 
negative WOM about certain products and services are likely to be wary about them 
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the next time they evaluate purchase alternatives (Broadbridge and Marshall 1995). If 
there are sufficient numbers of people spreading negative WOM about a particular 
company, there may be lasting effects in terms of a negative image and reduced sales. 
 Companies know about the consequences of negative WOM, so there has been 
an increasing focus on customer relationship management, complaint handling and 
service recovery. Effective handling of complaints can help to weaken the potential of 
negative WOM, and prevent customers from switching (Fornell and Wernerfelt 1987). 
In fact, Singh and Wilkes (1996) found that if businesses facilitate complaints, then 
94% of customers will air their issues instead of just 4%. Three-quarters of 
dissatisfied customers can then be won back (Scarborough and Zimmerer 1991).  
 In summary, to link back to the pervious discussion on positive WOM, 
positive WOM in the form of referrals has a positive impact on a company’s 
profitability because of a number of factors. The first is the decrease in acquisition 
costs if customers are referred. The second is that referred customers are more likely 
to become loyal customers. This means that the defection rates for the company can 
be decreased, and this will improve profitability. Thirdly, loyal customers, also known 
as ‘Apostles’ tend to give more referrals. This cycle can bring tremendous success to 
companies. Given this and the fact that companies are trying to increase referrals 
through incentives, this dissertation will focus only on positive WOM. Negative 
WOM on the other hand, may have a stronger impact than positive WOM, because it 
tends to be spread to more people. In addition, there may be a negativity bias leading 
to its greater influence on the receivers. This ultimately leads to reduced sales for a 




2.3 MANAGEMENT OF WORD-OF-MOUTH 
2.3.1 INDUSTRY PRACTICE  
 Although WOM can be spontaneously generated, an increasing number of 
companies are proactively intervening in an effort to stimulate and manage WOM 
activity (Buttle 1998). In fact, a group of companies have come together to form the 
Word of Mouth Marketing Association (WOMMA), which was incorporated as a 
non-profit trade organization in December 2004. WOMMA aims to promote and 
improve WOM marketing by setting strong ethical guidelines, promoting WOM as an 
effective marketing tool, and setting standards to encourage its use. WOMMA 
members include marketers and brands using WOM marketing, agencies delivering 
WOM services and technologies, and WOM researchers. Some of its more illustrious 
members include Dell, Harvard Business School, Intelliseek, Intuit, Kimberly-Clark, 
Kraft Foods, Motorola, Pearson Education and Zondervan. WOMMA even organized 
a WOM measurement conference, which was held in July 2005 (Word of Mouth 
Marketing Association 2005).  
 One way of managing WOM is through referral incentive programs. The use 
of such programs has been growing steadily (Biyalogorsky, Gerstner and Libai 2001; 
Murphy 1997). Referral incentive programs are a promotional tool used by companies 
to offer incentives to their current customers for recommendations (Ennew, Banerjee 
and Li 2000). Very often, companies call these programs recommend-a-friend 
programs. An independent study conducted by researchers at Louisiana State 
University and Glenrich Business Studies for the Promotional Products Association 
International estimated the sales of promotional products in 2004 to be US$17.31 
billion for the entire industry. Of this, 3.61% or US$624 million was estimated to be 
spent on incentives for customer referral incentive programs (Promotional Products 
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Association International 2005).  The idea of using customers to refer other customers 
is not new. More than 100 years ago, Richard Sears (the founder of Sears-Roebuck) 
asked his best customers to distribute catalogs to 24 friends and relatives and in return 
gave them points that could be redeemed for free merchandise (Biyalogorsky, 
Gerstner and Libai 2001).  
 According to academic literature, diverse marketers, from museums 
(DeMasters 2000), book publishers (Cohen 1999), and movie producers (McCarthy 
1999) to banks and mobile phone companies (Buttle 1998) have launched such WOM 
campaigns. An internet search on referral incentive programs yields results of 
companies that implement such programs, ranging from candle and soap sellers, to 
audio and video installations, to optometrists. Consultancy companies are also 
advertising services, where they can help a company to customize its own referral 
incentive programs. Research shows that referred individuals were more likely to 
make donations to a charity compared to previous non-donors (Bozman, Pettit and 
Miner 1989), so even non-profit organizations are implementing such programs. 
Many e-commerce businesses are currently investing considerable efforts to trigger a 
“word of mouse” process and accelerate its distribution (Oberndorf 2000; Schwartz 
1998).  
 
2.3.2 ACADEMIC RESEARCH 
 Due to the rapid proliferation of referral incentive programs, academics are 
beginning to study the phenomenon, although there is still a paucity of research in this 
area. To date, the few studies on referral incentive programs include Biyalogorsky, 
Gerstner and Libai (2001), Chen and Shi (2001), Helm and Schlei (1998), Libai, 
Biyalogorsky and Gerstner (2003), and Wirtz and Chew (2002). With the exception of 
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Wirtz and Chew (2002), studies on referral incentive programs are mainly from the 
company’s perspective.   
 Biyalogorsky, Gerstner and Libai (2001) built a theoretical model to examine 
when referral rewards should be offered to motivate referrals, and what optimal 
combinations of reward and price would lead to greatest profitability for a company. 
They used only one motivator of referrals, namely delight, and assumed that all 
delighted customers refer another customer, who may purchase the product. They 
found that a company should use only a low price to motivate referrals and not offer 
any rewards when customers are easily delighted, and are already making 
recommendations. In this case, giving rewards would be wasting resources as 
customer delight depends more on the company’s products than rewards. At an 
intermediate level of delight, a combination of low price and referral reward should be 
used to encourage referrals. Specifically, the higher the reward offered, the less price 
discount there should be. Low prices create a “free-riding” problem, where customers 
may take advantage of the low prices and make a purchase, but not make any 
recommendations. Thus, a low price is not optimal. A reward on the other hand, acts 
like a positive reinforcer, so it should be given to encourage recommendations from 
those customers who are not so easily delighted. In the case where it is extremely 
difficult for customers to be delighted, the seller should not try to motivate with 
referrals because they become too expensive and unprofitable. Lowering price is also 
not feasible because the extra profit from referrals will be lower than the profit lost 
from the lower prices. Hence, there should not be any referral incentive programs 
used for these difficult customers. 
 Using a game theoretical model, Chen and Shi (2001) examined the impact of 
referral incentive programs on a company’s profits under various industry structures 
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namely monopoly, duopoly and competitive markets. They also studied the optimal 
design of these programs in terms of whether the rewards necessitated repeat purchase 
or not. Finally, they studied how strong ties affect the effectiveness of the referral 
incentive programs. In general, they found that offering incentives for referrals helps 
companies to gain profits. Since the value of rewards should be enough to cover 
customers’ recommendation costs (e.g., time, effort and social consequence), the 
lower these costs, the greater the company’s profitability. Also, in their model, 
customers only make recommendations in the first period. Monopolists are better off 
giving cash rewards as these do not necessitate repeat purchase. Otherwise, they will 
be committed to serve all customers later, even those who are no longer profitable. 
Duopoly companies are better off giving free products that necessitate repeat 
purchase, because when companies bundle two purchases together, it effectively 
keeps those recommenders from second-period price competition. This becomes a 
better choice as customers are more price-sensitive. For competitive companies, the 
introduction of recommendation programs always increases profits, but the size of the 
increase is small, because profits gained from newly acquired customers are mainly 
competed away through increased acquisition costs in the first period. In addition, 
reward types have little impact on equilibrium results. Finally, if recommendations 
are made to strong ties with similar preferences, the reward amount can be small 
because customers’ recommendation costs are low. 
 Helm and Schlei (1998) surveyed managers about customer referral programs 
and found that half of the managers felt it was important in acquiring new customers 
and their companies implemented these programs mainly through direct mail. Of the 
companies that had customer referral programs, 86.8% offered incentives for 
referrals. Based on evaluations by the managers, the researchers concluded that the 
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success of customer referral programs depended on customer aspects like product 
involvement, customer acceptance of such methods of referrals and/or the incentive 
being offered, as well as the customers’ accessibility to direct marketing. Success also 
depended on whether the product was in the later stages of the product life cycle, 
because only then would companies have a large enough pool of experienced 
customers who can make recommendations to others.  
 Libai, Biyalogorsky and Gerstner’s (2003) paper examined business-to-
business referrals, specifically affiliate marketing in the online environment. Affiliate 
programs are arrangements by the companies that offer affiliate organizations an 
incentive if they direct potential customers to the company’s website. The issue under 
consideration was whether it was better to have incentives given based on a lead, or 
based on conversion of the referral into a buyer. Their starting premise was that for 
pay-for-lead situations, the company had to bear the risk that the referral would not be 
converted into buyers. In the pay-for-conversion situation, it was the referral giver 
who had to bear this risk. They found that if companies had one-to-one affiliate 
arrangements in which two companies negotiated a referral agreement, the pay-per-
lead arrangement was better, leading to increased joint profits and efficiency. If there 
were many small affiliates, it was cost- and time-prohibitive to negotiate separate 
terms with each affiliate and to monitor their actions. Thus, it was better if all 
affiliates came under the same terms as set by the company. In this case, a pay-per-
lead arrangement may lead to opportunistic behavior by affiliates that refer bogus 
leads, so pay-per-conversion was a better method to use.  
 Wirtz and Chew’s (2002) study was on WOM in general, from the consumers’ 
perspective. They examined how consumers would react to being given an incentive 
to make recommendations. It was found that incentives were a very strong predictor 
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of recommendation behavior. The larger the incentive amount given, the more likely 
consumers were to make recommendations. Incentives were also able to reduce 
negative WOM behavior. 
 In summary, diverse companies use referral incentive programs as customer 
acquisition tools. This is supported by Helm and Schlei (1998)’s study of managers. 
Academic research showed that it is not always in a company’s best interest to offer 
incentives for referrals. It was more profitable for companies to offer incentives only 
when customers were at an intermediate level of delight (Biyalogorsky, Gerstner and 
Libai (2001). Chen and Shi (2001) showed that offering incentives for referrals only 
made sense for companies under certain conditions. First, the costs to the customers 
should not be that high. Second, monopolists should give incentives that did not 
necessitate repeat purchase. Third, duopolists should give incentives that require the 
customers to continue to make purchases in order to obtain the incentive. Last, the 
size of the incentives given to strong ties for referrals need not be too big. Finally, 
Wirtz and Chew’s (2002) study from the consumers’ perspective showed that 
incentives were strong motivators of WOM.   
 While academic research contributes to our understanding of referral incentive 
programs, it also raised several questions. How do consumers really react to being 
given incentives for referrals? Is it really as effective as found in Wirtz and Chew’s 
(2002) study? Are there boundary conditions to its effectiveness? In psychology 
literature, there is controversy surrounding the effectiveness of incentives in 
encouraging behavior. In the next section, the literature is presented. 
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2.4 RESEARCH ON INCENTIVES 
 Incentives of different kinds have been used in different domains like survey 
research, marketing, organization behavior, and consumer behavior. In general, it is 
acknowledged that incentives are effective in encouraging certain behaviors. 
However, from a psychological perspective, there has been a lot of controversy about 
whether incentives do encourage more of the desired behaviors, especially in the long 
run. When psychological theories were applied to the consumer behavior context, it 
was found that under certain conditions, incentives undermined product evaluations. 
In addition, the literature review in the previous section showed that it is not always 
profitable for firms to offer incentives for referrals. Hence, this section will review the 
contradictory findings and the conditions under which incentives may work, when 
they may not, and when they might even have a detrimental impact on behavior. 
 
2.4.1 INCENTIVES IN PSYCHOLOGY 
 From the psychological perspective, there has been a lot of controversy about 
whether incentives influence behavior positively. These arguments are put forth using 
the theory of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, as incentives are considered extrinsic 
motivators. Intrinsic motivation is doing something that is inherently interesting or 
enjoyable (Ryan and Deci 2000), while extrinsic motivation is doing something as a 
means to an end. Extrinsic motivation is usually controlled by rewards and 
punishments (Tatzel 2003). 
 The learning theory of Thorndike represents the original stimulus-response 
framework of behavioral psychology. Thorndike’s early studies on animals led to his 
theory of the Law of Effect (Thorndike 1940), which states that responses to a 
situation, which are followed by a rewarding state of affairs, will be strengthened and 
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become habitual responses to that situation. B. F. Skinner’s “Reinforcement Theory” 
(1963) built on Thorndike’s work, supports the use of extrinsic motivators because the 
theory is based on the premise that any behavior that is reinforced will be repeated. In 
the absence of reinforcement, then the behavior will stop (Pate 1978). Many 
investigations about the effects of various efforts and rewards on motivation and 
behavior showed that rewards could be highly motivating (e.g., Hilgard and Bower 
1975; Latham and Locke 1991). People possess a strong drive to engage in efforts 
directed at achieving future rewards (e.g., Atkinson 1957; Dickson, Saunders and 
Stringer 1993; Nicholls 1989). Incentives have been found to improve performance 
quality and not erode intrinsic motivation (Cameron and Pierce 1994; Gupta and 
Shaw 1998).  
 On the other hand, there are researchers who assert that incentives do not 
create an enduring commitment to any action, merely effecting a temporary change. 
Kohn (1993) felt that rewards had a punitive effect because they were manipulative. 
This stream of thought and research about the negative effect of extrinsic motivators 
on intrinsic motivation started with Edward Deci and his colleagues, who conducted 
widely publicized laboratory experiments in the 1970s, and found that rewards 
decreased subjects’ intrinsic motivation, task interest and creativity (e.g., Deci 1971; 
Leeper, Greene and Nisbett 1973). Deci’s (1975a) classic experiment was conducted 
on college students working on an interesting puzzle. Those who did not receive any 
payment earlier played with the puzzle significantly more at a later “free time” period, 
and reported a greater interest in the task, than the paid subjects. The results of the 
experiment have been replicated in Kruglanski, Friedman and Zeevi’s (1971) study of 
high school students in tasks involving verbal skills, and in Lepper, Greene and 
Nisbett’s (1973) study of preschool children in activities involving drawing with new 
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materials. Kohn (1993) surveyed programs dealing with weight loss and smoking 
cessation, and found that individuals in the reward condition showed better 
compliance at the beginning, but worse compliance in the long run, compared to their 
no-reward counterparts. In a meta-analysis of 128 well-controlled experiments, Deci, 
Koestner and Ryan (1999) found that there were consistent results demonstrating that 
in general, tangible rewards had a significant negative effect on intrinsic motivation 
for interesting tasks. If the tangible rewards were unexpected and not contingent on 
task behavior, then there were no significant undermining effects. Tangible rewards 
that provided information about a person’s competence level (informational rewards) 
also had a less negative effect on intrinsic motivation than rewards that were given to 
control a person’s behavior (controlling rewards) (Ryan, Mims and Koestner 1983). 
Even classroom climates or work climates that were experienced as controlling was 
associated with a decrease in intrinsic motivation compared to climates that were 
experienced as providing information about a person’s competence level (Deci, 
Connell and Ryan 1989; Ryan and Grolnick 1986).  
There are different theories that explain how incentives can undermine 
intrinsic motivation. They are the motivational approach formalized by Deci’s 
cognitive evaluation theory, Kelley’s (1972) attributional discounting principle, and 
Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory.  Deci’s (1975a) cognitive evaluation theory 
asserts that people are intrinsically motivated to engage in activities that make them 
feel self-determining and competent. When extrinsic rewards thwart satisfaction of 
the need for autonomy, it leads to a perception that engagement in the task was to 
obtain a reward rather than because of interest in the task (deCharms 1968), and 
people will only engage in the activities when they believe that extrinsic rewards will 
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be forthcoming (Deci 1971, 1975a; Deci and Ryan 1985). This process undermines 
intrinsic motivation (Deci 1975b).  
Kelley’s (1972) attributional discounting principle suggests that people will 
assign less weight to only one particular cause of their behavior, if other possible 
causes are perceived to be present. Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory is based on 
the premise that people gain knowledge of themselves by making self-attributions. 
This may include inference of their own attitudes from their own behavior. Combined, 
Kelley’s (1972) and Bem’s (1972) theories explain how people make attributions 
about their own behavior. When they are induced by an extrinsic reward to perform 
an interesting activity, they are likely to attribute their behavior to the extrinsic reward 
and discount their interest in the activity as the cause of their behavior. This leads to 
decreased intrinsic motivation. If there is no extrinsic reward, they will attribute their 
performance internally to enjoyment, thus increasing intrinsic motivation.    
 
2.4.2 INCENTIVES IN MARKETING  
 Incentives in the form of coupons are widely used. In 2004, 251 billion 
coupons were distributed just through free-standing inserts (FSI) alone, in the United 
States (US). 16.7% of the marketers surveyed in PROMO’s 2005 Industry Trends 
Survey indicated that coupons and FSIs were among their top three expenditure 
allocations (Joyce 2005). For 2003, marketers spent US $7 billion on couponing 
(NCH Trend Report 2004). Another area where incentives are used frequently is in 
loyalty programs. According to Gartner analyst Adam Sarner, US companies spent 
more than $1.2 billion on customer loyalty programs in 2003 (Young and Stepanek 
2003). Since marketers are willing to spend so much on incentives of different kinds, 
it suggests that incentives have a positive impact on behavior. 
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 Research on the impact of incentives in a consumer context deals mainly with 
product evaluations, and found that incentives could have a positive or negative 
impact on product evaluations. Product evaluations were higher when incentives were 
given immediately, as opposed to when they were delayed (Tietje 2002). They were 
also higher when consumers had existing knowledge or experience with a product 
(Tybout and Scott 1983).  On the other hand, incentives had a negative impact on 
attitudes and motivation for subsequent actions when there were insufficient cues 
available for attitude formation (Eagly and Chaiken 1993; Wood 1982). 
  In summary, incentives are widely used by marketers. However, 
psychological theories have provided contradictory evidence about the effectiveness 
of incentives in motivating behavior. Reinforcement theorists believe that rewards 
encourage a repeat of desired behaviors, and research has found support for this view. 
Other researchers however, have found that extrinsic rewards can decrease intrinsic 
motivation under certain conditions. For tasks, these conditions are when tasks are 
interesting, when extrinsic rewards are task-contingent, and when extrinsic rewards 
are controlling rather than informational in nature. For product evaluations, the 
negative effect on evaluations occurs when there are insufficient cues for attitude 
formation. Deci’s (1975a) cognitive evaluation theory, Kelley’s (1972) attributional 
discounting principle and Bem’s (1972) self-perception theory are used to explain 
how extrinsic motivators can undermine intrinsic motivation.  
In conclusion, the findings of how extrinsic rewards affect intrinsic interest in 
tasks and product evaluation, suggest that incentives seem to work when there is little 
intrinsic motivation involved. Thus, if consumers are intrinsically motivated to make 
recommendations, incentives may reduce the long term desire to make 
recommendations, and probably should not be given. The additional extrinsic 
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motivation may not make up for the decrease in intrinsic motivation in the long run. 
On the other hand, if consumers are not intrinsically motivated in the first place, then 
incentives seem like a good motivator for recommendations. However, 
recommendations are not actually tasks, or product evaluations. There is a possibility 
that the psychological influences and the impact of incentives may be different in a 
recommendation context. Given the uncertainty concerning this issue, an exploratory 
qualitative study will be conducted to see when incentives work, when they may not, 
and when they might even be detrimental to recommendation behavior.   
 
2.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
 WOM is probably one of the oldest mechanisms by which knowledge about 
products and services is spread. It is more likely to be relied on for consumer-decision 
making, than mass media sources. WOM is important both to the consumer and the 
company.  
 For the consumer, WOM is important to both the giver and recipient. For the 
giver, there are psychological causes that prompt WOM as well as psychological 
benefits to giving WOM. These include the motivators that are suggested by Arndt 
(1967b) and Dichter (1966). Arndt (1967b), proposed six motivators, namely altruism, 
instrumental, ego-defense and projection, interest and ego-involvement, establishment 
of cognitive clarity and reduction of cognitive dissonance. Dichter (1966) proposed 
four motivators, for positive WOM, namely product involvement, self involvement, 
other involvement and message involvement. With the exception of altruism and other 
involvement, the rest of the motivators are more self-oriented in nature. For eWOM, 
the main motivator is concern for others. Another key antecedent of WOM is 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with a product or service. This link suggests that 
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satisfaction is a necessary condition for the occurrence of positive WOM, while 
dissatisfaction is a necessary condition for the occurrence of negative WOM. Strong 
interest and product involvement lead to opinion leaders and market mavens giving 
WOM more frequently than others.  For the recipient of WOM, risk reduction is one 
major benefit that accrues from recommendations. This is particularly so for services 
as well as innovations. Another benefit of receiving recommendations is that it 
simplifies the decision making process and reduces search costs.  
 WOM occurs in a dyad, with strong tie relations and weak tie relations. In 
micro level WOM, strong tie relations play a more important part. They are usually 
activated for information, and more WOM occurs between strong tie relations. In 
WOM that spread across social networks rather than within social networks however, 
weak tie relations have to be relied on more heavily to enable information to be 
diffused to the larger social system. WOM is important not only to consumers, but 
also to companies. 
 For the company, referrals obtained are an asset to a company because of 
decreased acquisition costs, increased customer retention due to a greater likelihood 
of referred customers becoming loyal customers, and loyal customers giving more 
referrals. Negative WOM on the other hand, is spread to more people than positive 
WOM. Coupled with the negativity bias, this may result in great damage to a 
company’s reputation, thus jeopardizing its profitability.  
 Since WOM is so important to profitability, companies have been trying to 
manage it by giving incentives to encourage their customers to make 
recommendations. Their basic assumption is that giving these incentives will translate 
into more customers. In academic literature however, there have been very few 
studies to date about this phenomenon. Empirical research on incentives in 
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psychology shows that there are instances when incentives work, and do not work in 
motivating a desired behavior in the long run. Deci’s (1975) cognitive evaluation 
theory, Kelley’s (1972) attributional discounting principle, and Bem’s (1972) self-
perception theory have been used to explain how extrinsic rewards can lead to the 
undermining of intrinsic motivation. 
 In the next chapter, I will present the rationale for conducting an exploratory 
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CHAPTER THREE  
PRELIMINARY QUALITATIVE STUDY  
 
 This chapter consists of four main sections. The first section describes the 
rationale for conducting a qualitative study, the second details the research method of 
the study, the third section presents the research findings and the last presents the 
discussion and implication of the findings for the empirical study. 
 
3.1 RATIONALE FOR QUALITATIVE STUDY 
 Qualitative methods have been proven to be valuable in expanding current 
understanding of consumer behavior like WOM (e.g., Gremler 1994). The interpretive 
approach to research yields rich, descriptive data that allows for a deeper 
understanding of the phenomenon at hand. For this study specifically, there are five 
main reasons why qualitative research in the form of in-depth interviews was used. 
First, this study examined what the more dominant motivators of non-incentivized 
recommendation behavior were. Very few WOM researchers have focused 
specifically on the motivators of recommendation behavior. They have either 
examined the motivators of WOM in general (e.g., Arndt 1967b; Dichter 1966), or 
divided the motivators into those for positive WOM and those for negative WOM 
(e.g., Mangold, Miller and Brockway 1999; Sundaram, Mitra and Webster 1998). 
Researchers of positive WOM have operationalized the construct in many ways, 
including talking (e.g., Bone 1992; Herr, Kardes and Kim 1991), telling (e.g., 
Bowman and Narayandas 2001; Harrison-Walker 2001), mentioning (e.g., Sundaram 
and Webster 1999; Swanson and Kelley 2001), referrals (e.g., Money 2000; Money, 
Gilly and Graham 1998) or making recommendations (Smoldt 1998; Swan and Oliver 
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1989; Weenig and Midden 1991). Some researchers have also made a distinction 
between sharing positive information and recommending (e.g., Naylor and Kleiser 
2000; Wirtz and Chew 2002). In general, the different ways of operationalizing the 
positive WOM construct suggests that there might be a difference between telling and 
recommending. If so, this could mean that the motivators for telling and 
recommending might be different. The interviews would help us to determine if there 
was such a difference. If there was, then it might mean that what motivated positive 
WOM in general, may not be similar to what motivated recommendations in 
particular. The findings from the interviews would enable us to determine the most 
salient motivators of non-incentivized recommendations for input into the conceptual 
framework of the empirical study. 
 Second, this study sought to understand how people felt, thought and reacted 
when given incentives as extrinsic motivators of recommendations. As mentioned in 
the literature review chapter, there is conflicting evidence about the effectiveness of 
incentives in encouraging a desired behavior. The in-depth interviews were designed 
to shed light on whether and when incentives would affect recommendation behavior 
positively, or negatively. 
 Third, the study explored how people thought their incentivized 
recommendations would be perceived and how this in turn affected their incentivized 
recommendation behavior. Recommendations take place in social settings, and this 
means that there is the prospect of interpersonal evaluations, where people make 
judgments of each other (Schlenker and Leary 1982). People tend to manage others’ 
impression of them when they know that they will be evaluated (Goffman 1959). To 
the author’s knowledge, the recommendation giver’s view of the recipient’s 
perception of their recommendation, and its subsequent impact on recommendation 
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behavior has yet to be studied. Since people do manage impressions in social 
interactions, a deeper understanding of the above phenomenon is necessary. 
 Fourth, given the interactive nature of recommendation situations, the study 
sought to understand the impact of tie strength in an incentivized recommendation 
context.  Finally, the results of the qualitative study would aid in the refinement of the 
conceptual framework, and in the development of hypotheses for the empirical study. 
  
3.2 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHOD 
3.2.1 PREPARATORY WORK FOR INTERVIEWS 
 An interview guide was designed (see Appendix A1) to explore the views and 
opinions of the respondents and to prevent the possible omission of any important 
information (Patton 1990). It also ensured that all the topics were covered in the same 
order for each respondent, and that prompts were carefully scheduled (McCracken 
1988). Over several sessions, the researcher worked with the advisor on the wording 
of the questions, to check that they did not elicit only ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers. In 
addition, questions that were ambiguous, or leading, or questions that sounded too 
interrogative were reworded. Pretests were carried out with two respondents using the 
think aloud protocol method to ensure that the questions could be understood. During 
the course of the interviews, additional insights gained were incorporated into the 
questions of subsequent interviews to add further richness to the understanding of the 
topics. In addition, questions that were repeatedly difficult for the respondents to 
answer were refined or edited in subsequent interviews. 
 The first objective of the interview was to uncover the main motivators of 
recommendation behavior. Thus, in the first section of the interview guide, there were 
questions about the respondents’ positive experiences as customers, whom they talked 
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to about the experience, and what motivated them to do so. There were also questions 
on whether respondents thought there was a difference between telling and 
recommending. For the second section, the overall objective was to understand 
respondents’ reactions to incentives as an extrinsic motivator of recommendations. 
Companies that institute such programs usually call them recommend-a-friend 
programs. Therefore, respondents’ feelings and opinions about current recommend-a-
friend programs were first elicited. This was followed by their reactions to being 
offered an incentive to make a recommendation by a company that they had had a 
positive experience with. In the same section, some questions were also added about 
program design, like the types of incentives, amounts and recipient of the incentives, 
to see if there would be any interesting revelations that might help managers to design 
more effective recommend-a-friend programs. In the last section of the interview 
guide, respondents were required to adopt the perspective of the recipient of an 
incentivized recommendation, instead of the giver, to help us understand how they 
would actually react if they were the recipient of an incentivized recommendation. 
Lastly, since one of the objectives of the study was to see how tie strength affects 
each of the motivators of recommendation behavior, questions to determine if 
respondents’ responses would be different with people of different tie strength, were 
included in all sections of the interview guide.   
 After the first 20 respondents were interviewed, there was a second round of 
interviews. For this, the interview guide was refined and the sections were more 
clearly delineated (see Appendix A2). Previously, the respondents answered questions 
on how they would view an incentivized recommendation. However, informal 
discussion with a few respondents after their interviews suggested that how they 
themselves might view an incentivized recommendation, may not be similar to how 
  42 
they thought others will view their incentivized recommendation. Hence, an 
additional section was added with the objective of finding out more about how the 
recommendation giver thought their incentivized recommendations will be viewed by 
their recipients.  
 To conform to the ethical standards of conducting in-depth interviews, the 
consent of the participants were sought prior to the interview (McCracken 1988; 
Thompson, Locander and Pollio 1989). The consent form (see Appendix B) informed 
them about the objective of the interview, their rights, the provision of the interview 
transcript for their verification, and assurance of anonymity. In addition, they were 
informed of the potential risks they might face in granting the interview, as well as the 
benefits of the interview. A demographics form (Appendix C) was also prepared for 
the respondents to fill in. The form captured data like age, race, marital status, 
occupation and educational level.  
 
3.2.2  SAMPLE 
 For the first round of interviews, 20 respondents were recruited through 
personal referrals to the researcher. After data analysis, a deeper understanding of the 
topics under investigation necessitated a second round of interviews. For the second 
round of interviews, six new respondents were recruited and four from the earlier 
sample of 20 were re-interviewed. In total, there were 26 respondents. The 
respondents varied in aspects like gender, age, occupation and educational level (see 
Table 3.1). There were 12 females and 14 males, and they ranged in age from 16 to 64 
years. Five of them were students and the rest were working adults. The 21 working 
adults came from various economic sectors and held different positions in society 
(e.g., software designer, sales director, trainer, restaurant owner, and seminar 
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promoter). More than half of the respondents were degree holders. 
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TABLE 3.1 
DEMOGRAPHICS OF INTERVIEWEES 
No. Pseudonym Age Gender Marital Status Profession Education Nationality 
1 Mavis Ong 16 Female Single Student Sec 4 Singaporean 
2 Kyint Min Min 20 Female Single Student JC 2 Burmese (Chinese) 
3 Win Khin Khin 21 Female Single Student Undergrad Burmese (Chinese) 
4 Denise DeSilva 24 Female Single Accounts Executive Graduate Singaporean 
5 Meenachi Kulkarni 29 Female Divorced Director Graduate Singaporean 
6 Elle Bok 35 Female Married Therapist Graduate Dutch 
7 Tessa Lim 35 Female Married Seminar Management Masters Singaporean 
8 Chan Lay Leng 35 Female Single Administration Manager Graduate Singaporean 
9 Tamalingam Krishnan 39 Female Single Business Development Diploma Singaporean 
10 Subindar Kaur 41 Female Married IT Consultant Diploma Singaporean 
11 Lee Ling Ling 42 Female Married Restaurant Owner Graduate Singaporean 
12 Jenny Sim 64 Female Divorced Seminar Promoter Graduate Singaporean 
13 Edwin Tan 18 Male Single Student Sec 4 Indonesian (Chinese) 
14 Daryl Qiu 22 Male Single Student Undergrad Singaporean 
15 Andrew Teo 29 Male Single Management Trainee Graduate Singaporean 
16 Jeremy Oh 31 Male Single Research Analyst Graduate Singaporean 
17 Sebastiaan Winters 31 Male Single Software Designer Masters Dutch 
18 John Lee 32 Male Married Associate Researcher Masters Singaporean 
19 Tommy Tio 32 Male Single IT Consultant Masters Indonesian (Chinese) 
20 Loh Mun-Hoong 37 Male Married Sales A Levels Indonesian (Chinese) 
21 Hamzah Ahmad 38 Male Married Business Executive Graduate Indian 
22 Wilson Lim 38 Male Married Restaurant Owner O Levels Singaporean 
23 Malcolm Walker 39 Male Single Sales Director Graduate American 
24 James Taylor 40 Male Married IT Sales/Consulting Masters British 
25 Gerald Chow 44 Male Married Assistant GM Graduate Singaporean 
26 Chan Swee Seng 45 Male Married Trainer O Levels Singaporean 
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3.2.3 IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS 
 The researcher conducted the face-to-face in-depth interviews either in the 
respondents’ homes, restaurants or places of work. Each interview lasted between 30 
minutes to one hour, was audio-taped and subsequently transcribed verbatim. All 
respondents were assured of anonymity and certain company names that they 
mentioned were later disguised in the transcripts. The transcripts were then given to 
the respondents to verify the accuracy of the transcription before being used for 
analysis. In addition, fieldnotes were made, especially when respondents had other 
comments to make about the topic after the end of the interview, but did not want 
them to be taped. As a token of appreciation for their generosity with their time, each 
respondent was given a $10 Coffee Bean or Starbucks voucher. 
 
3.2.4 DATA ANALYSIS 
280 pages of verbatim transcripts formed the basis for analysis and 
interpretation. Transcripts were first analyzed individually. Following the method 
recommended by McCracken (1988), each utterance was treated on its own terms, 
ignoring its relationship to other parts of the transcript. Notes were made in the 
margin, detailing what the respondent said in response to the questions and prompts. 
Next, the utterances on the same topic within the transcript were analyzed together to 
interpret the meanings that the respondent was attempting to convey. Interesting 
quotes that captured ideas central to the topics being investigated were also 
highlighted. After this, the comments that belonged to each topic were analyzed and 
cross-referenced with the literature review to see if the findings converged or deviated 
from existing research.  After each individual transcript had been coded, the entire set 
of transcripts was compared, to look for general themes implicit in the transcripts. 
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Analysis across transcripts was also performed to see if respondents could be grouped 
into categories depending on their response to a particular topic. Finally, the findings 
were synthesized according to the research issues, and each respondent’s comments to 
those issues were transferred onto a large chart for ease of reference.   
 
3.3 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS 
The first section of the findings details what respondents felt were the 
differences between telling and recommending. Next, the main motivators of 
recommendations are presented. The third section discusses how respondents react to 
incentives. This third section is divided into two parts. Specifically, respondents’ 
perceptions and experiences relating to current recommend-a-friend programs are 
presented. However, this may not reflect their true opinion about incentives as 
extrinsic motivators, but merely reflect weaknesses in the design of current 
recommend-a-friend programs. Therefore, the next part of this section details the 
findings on how respondents might behave when given what they considered an 
attractive incentive, by a company where they previously had a highly satisfying 
experience. It also included what respondents thought attractive incentives were. In 
the fourth section, the findings for how respondents thought their incentivized 
recommendations would be perceived were presented.  Tie strength cannot be 
divorced from the examination of recommendation behavior. Therefore, in all the 
above sections, if respondents did indicate a difference in reaction accruing from tie 
strength, the findings were reported under the respective sections. The concluding 
section discusses the findings and their implications.    
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3.3.1 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TELLING AND RECOMMENDING 
 The objective of this section was to examine whether respondents felt that 
there was a difference between telling someone about a product or service, and 
recommending a product or service to someone. The interviews revealed that 
recommending was more of an endorsement (see quote by Jenny Sim) or a promotion, 
while telling was more passive (see quote by Daryl Qiu) and might not be something 
one has personally experienced (see quote by Denise DeSilva). The following quotes 
illustrate the difference: 
Well, if I’m recommending something, I think it endorses the service of that 
particular store. If I’m telling it, I’m just relating it. (Jenny Sim, 64, Seminar 
Promoter) 
 
I suppose the former [telling] will be more passive, and I really like really 
strongly something which is really good, then maybe…I would feel inclined to 
do so, to strong recommend something. (Daryl Qiu, 22, Student) 
 
Yes, there is a difference. For example, if my friend would go, “Hey, where’s a 
good place to go on Friday night?” I’ll probably tell them, “Hey, Friday, maybe 
ladies’ night, here, here, here, here, here. This is what I heard….as opposed to 
recommending it. For example, if I [go] to a particular place where I like to do 
my manicure, pedicure, if it’s good, I’ll definitely recommend and say, “Hey, 
definitely GO to this place. It’s good. Mention my name. You might get a 
discount or something.” So, there’s a big difference between telling and just 
recommending. Recommending is your personal experience. And it really, really 
boils down to how good the service is, and whether you would actually promote 




3.3.2 MAIN MOTIVATORS OF RECOMMENDATIONS  
 In previous research, satisfaction had been repeatedly associated with positive 
WOM (e.g., Naylor and Keiser 2000; Wirtz and Chew 2002). The findings from the 
interviews extend this understanding by showing that satisfaction is a pre-requisite for 
recommendations. If a person’s experience had not been very positive, 
recommendations were unlikely to take place (see quote by Sebastiaan Winters). In 
addition, if satisfaction was high enough, it would even motivate recommendations 
(see quote by Meenachi Kulkarni).  
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Recommendations would only take place if it was a good experience in the first 
place. (Sebastiaan Winters, 31, Software Designer) 
 
If I really like the product, then I would go the length to recommend it….If I like 




 The motivators of WOM, as proposed by Arndt (1967b) and Dichter (1966), 
can be classified as being more self-oriented (e.g., ego-involvement; establishment of 
cognitive clarity) or more other-oriented in nature (e.g., altruism; other involvement). 
The previous section showed that there was a difference between telling and 
recommending. For recommendations in particular, the interviews revealed that more 
often than not, the motivators were other-oriented in nature. This is also in line with 
the fact that for electronic WOM (eWOM), the strongest motivator is concern for 
others (Hennig-Thurau et. al. 2004). Confirming what Mangold, Miller and Brockway 
(1999) found for positive WOM in general, recommendations could be made because 
of the recipient’s felt need. From the interviews, these needs included people looking 
for a product or service, or facing a problem. The following quotes depict some 
examples of a recipient’s felt need:  
Usually this [make a recommendation] will happen if I happen to know that 
person is interested in buying a certain product. Let’s say [there is] a very casual 
friend or a colleague just working in [the] other office, and I so happen to know 
that he wants to buy this product. And I tell him, “Hey, I heard [that] you’re 
looking for this particular thing. Maybe I can help you. Let me offer you 
whatever assistance I can give to you. (Chan Swee Seng, 45, Trainer) 
 
When they ask about phone bills, then I say mine is sometimes like thirty, forty 
dollars a month, that’s all. If I have been too naughty, and have been yakking 
like hell, then maybe it’s like sixty, or a little bit higher. And [I] recommend 
[XXX mobile phone provider] when they complain about their phone bills. 
(Tamalingam Krishnan, 39, Business Development) 
 
 
Making a recommendation for others to benefit, or enjoy the same benefits was also 
another other-oriented motivator. The quotes below illustrate this: 
I came across this product [skin product] from XXX, then I started using it, and 
it made a lot of difference……every time I see somebody with not very nice 
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skin, I would recommend. (Lee Ling Ling, 42, Restaurant Owner) 
 
I think part of enjoying something is enjoying [it] with other people also. And I 
think it’s like if you know that something is good for you, you want to help out 
your friends and your family by introducing them to that product because you 
want that product to benefit them as well. So for example, I actually just bought 
a water distiller and it’s based on recommendation by two of my friends who 
recommend it highly. So I think that why they recommended it to me is that they 
felt a difference since they’ve been drinking distilled water, so I guess they want 
me to have that benefit as well. So likewise, I would want my family and friends 
to have that benefit of the experience that I have. (Tessa Lim, 35, Seminar 
Management) 
 
When I feel that I have a good experience and the person I’m talking to will 
definitely, definitely benefit from it, or need it, then I recommend. If I’m not sure 
if that person needs it or many not need it, I won’t bother recommending. 
(Subindar Kaur, 41, IT Consultant) 
 
Finally, one other-oriented motivator was to help a company that had provided the 
good product or service, as a form of reward for that company, or so that it would 
continue to provide good service. The two quotes below illustrate this motivation: 
Well, isn’t it human nature? I mean if somebody gives you good service, they 
deserve, well that’s [recommendations] their returns. Their reward is that more 
people will come to them by word of mouth. (Jenny Sim, 64, Seminar Promoter) 
 
I think there should be some justice in life right? People who do good deeds 
ought to be rewarded. I think that number one, by recommending customers to 
this shop, I’m actually sustaining his business so that it will continue to give me 
good service. Number two, I’m giving them positive reinforce so that they will 
continue to give me good service. (Jeremy Oh, 31, Research Analyst) 
 
Interestingly, when asked about recommendations in general, none of the respondents 
indicated that incentives motivated their recommendation behavior. 
 The interviews revealed another interesting finding that, on the whole, 
spontaneous recommendations seldom occurred. They usually had to be triggered by 
the circumstances of someone soliciting it, or if it came up as a conversation topic. On 
the rare occasions when spontaneous recommendations did occur, it was usually only 
to strong tie relations and not weak tie relations. This would partly explain previous 
research findings that WOM occurred more with strong tie relations than weak tie 
relations (Brown and Reingen 1987; Wirtz and Chew 2002). This is reflected in the 
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following quotes: 
[Strong ties] Definitely my friends, definitely members of my family who I 
know will be interested. So first of all, I would tell my husband. Then probably I 
would call my mom and my sis, then I’ll recommend it to my close friends, 
because most of the time, I kind of know what they would like as well. [Weak 
ties] It would depend on whether someone brings up the topic or if let’s say we 
were having a conversation and someone recommended a certain restaurant, and 
then I’ll be like, “oh, ok. By the way, there’s also another place that I’ve been to 
that’s really good.” (Tessa Lim, 35, Seminar Management) 
 
[Strong ties] I would tell my friends and say, “Look, this weekend, I did 
something and it was really well-organised. Check out the website. If you want 
to go, I can recommend it.” So that tends to be more in the private [not business] 
atmosphere about travel, or activities such as golf course where I’ve been to, 
where everything is nice and well arranged. [Weak ties] On the business 
level…...I’ll recommend those printers, agents, lawyer, accountants, people like 
that where I work with, where I’m happy with. If I hear that people are looking 
for these kinds of services, then I go and recommend them. (Sebastiaan Winters, 
31, Software Designer) 
 
 In summary, telling someone about a product or service was more passive, 
while recommending was a promotion or endorsement of the product or service. 
Satisfaction was found to be a pre-requisite for recommendations. However, at higher 
levels, satisfaction became a motivator of recommendations. The dominant motivators 
of recommendations were other-oriented in nature. They included helping others who 
were looking for a product or service, helping others overcome a problem, wanting 
others to benefit or enjoy the same benefits the giver had experienced or helping the 
company that had provided the good product or service. Lastly, very few 
recommendations were spontaneously generated. Most recommendations had to be 
triggered by being directly solicited, or arising from a conversation topic, either with 
strong tie relations or weak tie relations, but more with strong tie relations. In those 
rare instances when recommendations were made spontaneously, it was usually only 
to strong tie relations and not weak tie relations.  
 
3.3.3 IMPACT OF INCENTIVES ON RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The objective of the following two sections is to find out how incentives 
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impact recommendations. First, the respondents’ attitudes and behaviors towards 
current recommend-a-friend programs was discussed. Second, based on a hypothetical 
situation, where an attractive incentive is given to respondents by a company they had 
previously had a satisfying experience with, I examined their attitudes towards 
incentives. 
 
3.3.3.1 Opinion of Current Recommend-a-Friend Programs 
 This section is divided into two parts based on respondents’ responses to 
current recommend-a-friend programs. The first part discusses respondents’ positive 




Some respondents were very enthusiastic about current recommend-a-friend 
programs. Some reasons provided were that incentives were “encouraging”, and a 
“positive reinforcement”, and did count. It was beneficial to both parties because the 
giver was rewarded for making a recommendation, while the recipient obtained the 
benefits from using the product or company. The following are some quotes that 
capture the positive views: 
 Very good [opinion of recommend-a-friend programs]. I think that systems 
should not just rely on altruism….By right, you should reward good behavior. 
That’s called positive reinforcement. Companies should strengthen this link. It’s 
part of psychology, that is, if you do something good for somebody [provide 
good service], that person would go around saying, “XXX is a nice person. She’s 
very capable.” That relies on the goodwill of that person recommending. You 
can further reinforce that situation…by not just relying on their altruism, by 
rewarding them further. (Jeremy Oh, 31, Research Analyst) 
 
 I think it benefits both my friend and I. Besides, I can earn something. My 
friend, who is going to be recommended [the product or service] can have some 
experience of this product or this company. (Edwin Tan, 18, Student) 
 
 Incentives do count. I mean it of course makes everything a lot more attractive, 
why not? (Tessa Lim, 35, Seminar Management) 
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 Others however, would respond positively to incentives only under certain 
conditions. These conditions included the necessity for the product or service to be 
good, that it had to be convenient, and if they could find someone who was in the 
market to buy a particular product or service. The following quotes capture these three 
conditions:  
 I mean I love that thing, these little incentives, but it’s the product that attracts 
me too….I would recommend [bank XXX] if somebody is interested because 
the service is great, [and] they have a lot of incentives. (Jenny Sim, 64, Seminar 
Promoter) 
 
I would usually do it if it was convenient for me to bring it up to somebody, 
which means that it would be convenient if it was somebody really close, [whom 
I] work with or [a] good friend….I guess what I’m [saying is that] I wouldn’t go 
through all my rollerdex or go through all my mobile phone [numbers, to] all my 
casual, occasional friends and say, “Hey you know, I’ve got this deal. Why 
don’t you do it” just so I could save twenty dollars. I don’t need to save twenty 
dollars, but if I can save twenty dollars, I would. But if I knew somebody who 
was looking for one, or I brought it up to somebody, if I could save the money, I 
certainly would. I wouldn’t want to waste the money. But the effort for me to go 
and contact people proactively costs me more in terms of time than the money 
that I would save. (Malcolm Walker, 39, Sales Director) 
 
I’ve come across cases whereby you recommend a friend [and] I’ve 
recommended. And I’ve come across cases where you recommend a friend, but I 
never do that. I think it depends on whether I myself feel that I’ve benefited 
from that program. The other thing is that whether that I think that I can find the 
person that I’m recommending to. I’ll very much like to recommend a person 
who will take it up, rather than recommend somebody who I know will not take 




The findings revealed that current recommend-a-friend programs may not be 
that effective in generating recommendations as more than half of the respondents had 
a negative view of them. The reasons for their negative view or reaction have been 
interpreted to fall into three categories (although occasionally, some respondents may 
list reasons that may be a combination of factors from different categories), namely 
perception of what motivated the introduction of the program, program 
characteristics, and because of their personality. 
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 With regards to the respondents’ perception of why companies initiated these 
programs, a few respondents viewed them as a means for companies that were not 
doing well to attract new customers (see quote by Sebastiaan Winters), or a sale tactic 
by the company (see quote by Denise DeSilva).  
They wouldn’t have to put an incentive program into place if they were 
good….because if they want to do an incentive program, it obviously means that 
they need business, so you can say there is a lack of business in the first place. 
(Sebastiaan Winters, 31, Software Designer) 
 
To me, I think of it as another sales ploy. Okay. Definitely they want business. 
Therefore, maybe the best way is to get it from the existing members, to get 
referrals (Denise DeSilva, 24, Accounts Executive)  
  
 The second category of reasons for the negative view is related to the design 
of the programs, in terms of the time or effort needed to obtain the incentive, as well 
as the unattractiveness of the incentives offered. For example, programs that required 
respondents to talk to their friends and obtain a certain number of names were viewed 
as a hassle and an inconvenience (see quote by Denise DeSilva). Other programs 
requiring respondents to provide their friends’ email addresses, was seen as an 
intrusion of privacy for those friends. When rewards were deemed not attractive, it 
could be because the respondents did not need or want the product, or the value of the 
rewards was too paltry (see quotes by Tamalingam Krishnan, and Hamzah Ahmad). 
The following quotes illustrate the reasons discussed above:  
 To me, I will not go all the way out to get five names, in order to get [a] water 
bottle. I think that would be a waste of time for myself. I do have better things to 
do. (Denise DeSilva, 24, Accounts Executive) 
  
They say when you introduce a friend, you will be getting so much points that 
will offset on the bill. [It] is very little. They are making [a lot of] money over 
that end, and I get nothing out of it. Not really a great incentive. (Tamalingam 
Krishnan, 39, Business Development) 
  
Let me put it this way. None of the companies have ever come up with 
something that is worthwhile, worthwhile in the time that you would spend 
getting what they’re offering. (Hamzah Ahmad, 38, Business Executive) 
 
In the third category of reasons for the negative view, some respondents just 
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did not have the kind of personality that was attracted to incentives. The following 
quotes illustrate this view: 
 Basically, if you’re talking about myself, I can’t be bothered with them….I 
won’t go out to push something if my friend doesn’t need it, just to get a benefit 
for myself....I won’t really give much attention to any of these recommendations. 
(Daryl Qiu, 22, Student) 
  
I’ve come across them [companies giving incentives for recommendations], [but 
I] never use them though. Too lazy. (Subindar Kaur, 41, IT Consultant) 
 
 In summary, current recommend-a-friend programs did not seem to be that 
attractive as more than half of the respondents held negative views about them. 
However, as we have observed, some of those reasons were unrelated to the 
respondents’ real feelings about incentives in general, but were more a characteristic 
of the program design or what respondents saw as the company’s motive for initiating 
the program. Hence, the next section will discuss how respondents view or react to 
incentives as an extrinsic motivator of recommendations, when incentives were 
considered attractive, and when the pre-requisite of satisfaction with the product or 
service was met. 
 
3.3.3.2 Impact of an Attractive Incentive 
 The findings in this section are based on how respondents would react, if 
given an attractive incentive to make a purchase recommendation by a company they 
had previously had a very satisfying experience with. An attractive incentive 
generally had a positive impact on recommendations. It was also found that tie 
strength played an important role in moderating this positive impact. On the whole, if 
respondents reacted positively to receiving an attractive incentive, they would put in 
more effort to make recommendations, or be more “aggressive” or more “persuasive” 
in their recommendations. As mentioned in a previous section, without incentives, 
spontaneous recommendations, which did not occur that frequently, usually occurred 
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only with strong tie relations. Receiving an incentive that was deemed attractive 
resulted in more spontaneous recommendations being made, and these were 
sometimes even made to weak tie relations (see quote by Denise DeSilva). In 
addition, if respondents did not at first make recommendations whether to strong tie 
relations or weak tie relations without an incentive, an attractive incentive motivated 
spontaneous sharing with strong tie relations (see quote by Andrew Teo). If they 
previously only shared with strong tie relations without an incentive, an attractive 
incentive motivated sharing with weak tie relations as well, although some 
respondents shared more with strong tie relations than weak tie relations:  
(Without incentives) As I mentioned, people who’re close to me, I will still 
recommend it to them, but people who I do not know, Unless the topic’s brought 
up, then I’ll recommend it to them. 
(With incentives) For example, if let’s say company X says,” Hey, recommend 
me ten people. You get a free trip to Bali.” I think I would definitely be 
motivated to get in those ten people, because that incentive is very relevant to 
myself….I’ll definitely do it fast [to] anyone, close to me or not close to me. In 
this case, it [how close a person is] would be irrelevant because there is a 
motivational factor. (Denise DeSilva, 24, Accounts Executive) 
 
(Without incentives) [I] wouldn’t really say recommend. I [would] say, “This 
place is good”, but I’m not doing a sales pitch kind of ‘good’.  
(With incentives) [I would recommend] to friends, close friend, or family…..I 




For a few respondents, attractive incentives made no difference to their 
recommendation behavior to strong tie relations and weak tie relations. The following 
quote expresses this view: 
 
(Without incentives) With close ties, I’ll share anyway. With weak ties, if the 
topic comes up, or something similar comes up in a conversation, then I’d bring 
it up. Otherwise, I won’t bother. 
(With incentives) Still the same. [I will recommend] to close ties and anybody 
[not so close] if it comes up in a conversation. (Subindar Kaur, 41, IT 
Consultant) 
 
3.3.3.3 Types of Incentives That are Considered Attractive 
There are different kinds of incentives that are seen as attractive and those 
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suggested by the respondents can be classified into four types. The first was cash, the 
second was products or services related to their purchase, like discount vouchers, cash 
rebates, free meals, etc. The third kind was desirable hedonic products, which may be 
unrelated to their purchases, like getaways and spas. The last kind was special offers 
and privileges that money could not buy. These could be like talks about interesting 
subjects only open to a selected few, or a ticket to a sneak preview of a movie that 
would not be shown elsewhere. Below are some quotes that reflect what attractive 
incentives include: 
 Monetary [incentives] would be the most effective because [they are] the most 
flexible…..Cash would be most important, direct and preferably should be linked 
to the amount of business you bring to the company. (Jeremy Oh, 31, Research 
Analyst) 
   
What’ll be nice is an experience they could give me. Send me to a wonderful spa 
for a day! Give me a spa where I can be really number one. (Tamalingam 
Krishnan, 39, Business Development) 
 
I think if it was a travel agent or something, then if they said that if you 
recommend us five of your friends or something, perhaps they could organize, I 
don’t know, a weekend in a hotel or something like that. So it wouldn’t 
necessarily be money, but it wouldn’t be something that I could buy off the shelf 
myself. So if they say, “We’ll give you one night’s stay in a whatever hotel in 
Singapore or in KL, and you can go and stay for free in that hotel.” I’d say, “You 
know, I can pay that five hundred dollars myself, and I still have to go to KL and 
I really don’t want to go to KL.” Then if they say, “ Look, we’ll send you to a 
hotel you may never have heard of, but we’ll include with that a tour of the 
facilities, or go to some museum or we’ll have a talk by somebody that you 
probably never heard of, but something that you wouldn’t figure out for 




 In summary, although none of the respondents cited incentives as motivating 
their recommendation behavior, many respondents were in fact motivated by an 
incentive they deemed attractive. Tie strength also played a role in moderating the 
relationship of attractive incentives and recommendations. Without incentives, 
recommendations were made more to strong tie relations than weak tie relations. An 
attractive incentive generated more spontaneous recommendations, which extended to 
weak tie relations as well. With an attractive incentive, more recommendations were 
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made to both strong tie relations and weak tie relations, compared to without an 
incentive. In addition, an incentive that was considered attractive was able to change 
the perspective of some respondents, from being negative or ambivalent about making 
incentivized recommendations, to being more positive about it, although some 
qualified their positive responses with conditions.  
 
3.3.4 PERCEPTION OF INCENTIVIZED RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The study examined how the givers of an incentivized recommendation felt 
they would be perceived by their recipients, and how it would affect their incentivized 
recommendation behavior, given that in social interactions, people do engage in 
impression management.  
 The respondents’ views of how their recipients would perceive their 
incentivized recommendations can be classified into three categories. In the first 
category, respondents felt that since the recipients had a choice to take up on the 
recommendation or not, and since they had good intentions, and/or the product was 
good, their recommendation recipients would be fine with them receiving an 
incentive for a successful recommendation (see quote by Elle Bok). In the second 
category, the focus was more on tie strength. While it was felt that strong tie relations 
would accept the fact that the giver was incentivized because of “trust”, or would 
understand the intentions of the giver and not think negatively. Weak tie relations 
were seen as likely to attribute the giver’s recommendation as the incentive (see 
quotes by Chan Swee Seng and Chan Lay Leng). A third category would be that if 
perception was negative, it would be more negative with weak tie relations than with 
strong tie relations (see quote by Jeremy Oh).  
I think they would react okay, because I give them a choice. I ask them, “If you 
do that then I get this”, so they are free to do it or not....I think still fine [with 
someone not so close], because I won’t push that person to do it because of my 
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benefit, so I will say, “Hey, I think this is good for you. And by the way, I also 
get an incentive”. If I don’t think it’s good for the other person, I would never 
recommend it, even if I get the incentive or not. So, I think the other person 
would react neutrally, or say, “Hey, thanks for the tip”. They are free to do it or 
not. But my intention would be to tell them something positive. (Elle Bok, 35, 
Therapist) 
 
When the person [is] close to me, I think he will see that I want to try to help 
them, [try] to understand his need….For those who are not close to me, I will 
think that they most probably will feel that they have been made use of. (Chan 
Swee Seng, 45, Trainer) 
 
For someone close, let’s say for example if it’s a family member, they will 
probably think that [it’s] okay because I have experienced it. They, if it’s family, 
will trust. The trust is there, so they will not doubt you, even though you have an 
incentive, even if they know that you have an incentive. Even for close friends, I 
think the trust is there. But for someone who is not close, they will probably 
think that I’m making use of the incentive in order to get them to use the product 
or service. (Chan Lay Leng, 35, Administration Manager) 
 
They [recommendation recipients in general] will probably doubt my 
authenticity or my sincerity in this. If it’s someone close to me, it’s not such a 
big problem. But it will still be a problem. [For someone not close to me, they 
will view my recommendation] with great doubt. It’ll be like multilevel 
marketing. (Jeremy Oh, 31, Research Analyst) 
 
 
 In summary, some respondents felt that their good intentions, coupled with a 
good product should make their recipients feel fine about them receiving an incentive 
for the recommendation. Others however, felt that strong tie relations would 
understand them, while weak tie relations would not. Finally, if incentivized 
recommendations would be perceived negatively, any negative reaction would be 
stronger from weak tie relations than strong tie relations.  
   
3.4 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 Some of the findings from the interviews were consistent with that of past 
research. Others extended past research and enhanced our understanding of 
recommendation behavior. Yet others were completely new, and were never 
researched on, particularly in a recommendation context.  
 Consistent with past research, which studied WOM in general (e.g., Brown 
and Reingen 1987; Wirtz and Chew 2002), it was found that recommendations were 
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made more to strong tie relations than to weak tie relations. Satisfaction had been 
found to be a key antecedent to product-related WOM (Anderson 1998; Blodgett, 
Granbois and Walters 1993). Findings from the interviews extended this and showed 
that for recommendations in particular, satisfaction was a pre-requisite condition. The 
implication of this finding for the empirical study is that it has to be ensured that 
satisfaction is clearly communicated in the scenario since it is a pre-requisite for 
recommendations. Also reflecting research done on eWOM where concern for others 
was the strongest motivator of eWOM (Hennig-Thurau et. al. 2004), it was found that 
other-oriented motives were found to mainly motivate WOM. 
 Some findings provided new insights into why some people did not currently 
participate in recommend-a-friend programs. They included the fact that the 
incentives were perceived to be unattractive, and/or that their incentivized 
recommendation might be perceived less favorably or unfavorably by their recipients. 
The findings also showed how an attractive incentive was very effective in 
motivating respondents to make recommendations, and it resulted in more 
recommendations being made to both strong tie relations and weak tie relations, 
rather than mainly to strong tie relations. Some other interesting findings relate to the 
giver’s view of how the incentivized recommendation will be viewed differently by 
people with different degrees of tie strength. Some respondents focused on their 
intention for making the recommendation, and felt that since their intentions were 
good, the recipients were unlikely to view the recommendation negatively. Others 
felt that strong tie relations would be more open to their incentivized 
recommendations than weak tie relations. For the empirical study, the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive, the giver’s view of the recipient’s perception, and the 
impact of tie strength on the giver’s view of the recipient’s perception will be 
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included in the conceptual model. To the knowledge of the author, these constructs 
have hitherto not been examined in a recommendation context, but would contribute 
to our understanding of what drives incentivized recommendation behavior. 
 
3.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
 In this chapter, the rationale for using qualitative research was discussed. The 
main reasons were the dearth of research in the specific area of incentivized 
recommendations, as well as conflicting evidence from incentive literature in other 
fields. The research method, namely in-depth interviews, was described. The research 
findings were subsequently presented. The discussion and implications section 
discussed the findings that were consistent with past research, as well as the new 
insights gained from the interviews. 
 The interviews confirmed that there was a difference between telling and 
recommending, hence necessitating the examination of what motivated 
recommendations specifically. It was found that satisfaction with a product or service 
was a prerequisite to recommendations. Once that had been fulfilled, respondents’ 
usually had other-oriented motivations in making recommendations, like having 
others benefit from the recommendation or helping to meet the needs of others. 
Recommendations usually had to be triggered by circumstances rather than being 
spontaneously generated. If spontaneous recommendations did occur, they were 
usually to strong tie relations and not weak tie relations. 
 To understand the impact of incentives on recommendation behavior, the 
study first examined respondents’ opinion of and experience with current recommend-
a-friend programs. For current recommend-a-friend programs, some respondents had 
positive views, while others had negative ones. Some respondents were very 
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enthusiastic about incentives, while others did not mind receiving the incentives if it 
was convenient and they could find someone who would take up on the 
recommendation. Respondents with a negative view of current programs were either 
suspicious about the reason why a company instituted such a program, found the 
incentives unattractive, or were not inclined to make incentivized recommendations. 
From this, we can see that respondents’ negative views were partly due to weaknesses 
in the design of current recommend-a-friend programs. 
 To overcome negative responses due to program weaknesses, respondents 
were presented with a hypothetical situation, where they were given an incentive that 
they deemed attractive by a company they had previously had a satisfying experience 
with. An attractive incentive had a positive impact on recommendations. Tie strength 
also moderated that relationship. Some respondents, who had earlier been negative 
about incentivized recommendations, were now motivated to make recommendations. 
Recommendations became more spontaneous rather than having to be triggered by 
circumstances, and there were more recommendations to weak tie relations as well, 
although generally, more recommendations were still made to strong tie relations. 
There were many kinds of incentives that were perceived to be attractive. They 
included cash, product or service related incentives, hedonic products unrelated to 
purchases, and incentives that money could not buy. 
 This study also examined how givers felt their incentivized recommendations 
would be viewed. In general, givers of incentivized recommendations focused more 
on their intentions in making recommendations and felt that the recipients would not 
perceive their incentivized recommendations negatively. Some also felt that strong tie 
relations would be more open to their recommendations than weak tie relations, and if 
there were any negative reactions, it would be worse with weak tie relations than 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
 
 This chapter presents the conceptual framework (see Figure 4.1) and 
hypotheses (see Table 4.1) for the study, based on findings from the qualitative study 
and the literature review. The qualitative study findings helps to focus the literature 
review and both guide the formulation of the conceptual framework.  
 The discussion starts with what motivates non-incentivized recommendations. 
Next, the chapter details what happens to the likelihood to make a purchase 
recommendation when incentives are introduced. Specifically, incentives may have a 
positive or negative impact on recommendation behavior. The positive impact of 
incentives works through its subjective value, namely, the perceived attractiveness of 
the incentive. Incentives may have a negative impact on recommendation behavior 
via the metaperception of the recommendation. Lastly, the impact of tie strength is 
discussed. 
 
4.1 MOTIVATORS OF NON-INCENTIVIZED RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The motivators of WOM, as proposed by Arndt (1967b) and Dichter (1966) 
can be classified as more other-oriented or more self-oriented, borrowing Sundaram, 
Mitra and Websters’s (1998) terms. For example, altruism and other involvement can 
be considered other-oriented motivators, while interest and ego involvement, 
establishment of cognitive clarity, product involvement etc., can be considered self-
oriented motivators.  
 Previous researchers of positive WOM have operationalized it in different 
way, including telling (e.g., Bowman and Narayandas 2001; Harrison-Walker 2001), 
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mentioning (e.g., Sundaram and Webster 1999; Swanson and Kelley 2001), referrals 
(e.g., Money 2000; Money, Gilly and Graham 1998) or making recommendations 
(Swan and Oliver 1989; Weenig and Midden 1991). Findings from the qualitative 
study showed that telling someone about a product or service was not the same as 
recommending it. Recommendations implied an endorsement of the product or 
service, or were a form of promotion, while telling was not. Thus, it can be seen that 
previously proposed motivators of general WOM by Arndt (1967b) and Dichter 
(1966) may not all apply to recommendations.  
 From the qualitative study, it was found that recommendations were 
predominantly driven by other-oriented rather than self-oriented motivators. Some 
reasons provided by respondents for making a recommendation included helping an 
individual whom they knew was looking for a particular product or service, when 
they felt that a product or service would help to solve an individual’s problems or 
would benefit the other party, when they wanted others to enjoy the same benefits and 
experiences that they had obtained, or when they wanted to help the company that 
had provided them with good service. It is acknowledged that self-oriented motivators 
may drive recommendations, especially for market mavens or opinion leaders, who 
would usually make recommendations because of product or self involvement. 
However, respondents in the qualitative study mainly cited other-oriented reasons for 
making purchase recommendations. This finding coincided with what was found for 
eWOM. It was found the concern for others were the main motivator of eWOM 
(Hennig-Thurau etl al. 2004). Thus, other oriented reasons seem more prevalent in 
motivating recommendations and this necessitated the need to explore how it would 
affect recommendations. Therefore, only other-oriented motivators were incorporated 
into the conceptual framework.  
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 Making a recommendation based on other-oriented motivation is one aspect of 
helping behavior. In the marketing literature, there is evidence that people help each 
other in the marketplace (Price, Feick and Guskey 1995). Informal market assistance 
in the form of information and recommendations from personal sources has a strong 
impact on consumer preferences and purchase behavior (Formisano, Olshavsky and 
Tapp 1982; Murray 1991). Market assistance can also include evaluating alternatives 
and making the final product choice (Hartman and Kiecker 1991; Price and Feick 
1984), or traveling to the store for or with someone (Furse, Punj and Stewart 1984; 
Hartman and Kiecker 1991; Midgley 1983).  
 It appears that humans have an inner drive to help others (Guy and Patton 
1989) and this is recognized as a universal human value (Bendapudi, Singh and 
Bendapudi 1996). It was found that people who had an intrinsic need to help others 
were more likely to do so, compared to those who helped because of personal gains 
like increased status or self-esteem (Reykowski 1982). Based on the discussion, it 
seems likely that the higher the other-oriented motivation to recommend, the more 
likely it is that an individual would make a recommendation. Hence, the following 
hypothesis is advanced: 
 
H1: There is a positive relationship between the degree of other-
oriented motivation, and the likelihood to make a purchase 
recommendation.   
 
4.2 POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE IMPACT OF INCENTIVES 
 This section is divided into three parts. The first elaborates on the objective 
and subjective value of incentives. The second discusses how the subjective value of 
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the incentive, which is its perceived attractiveness, can have a positive impact on 
purchase recommendations. The third introduces how the objective value of an 
incentive can lead to a negative impact on purchase recommendations via the 
metaperception of the recommendation. The assumption in this model is that 100% of 
the incentive goes to the recommendation giver. 
 
4.2.1 INCENTIVE VALUE 
 Incentive value is the attractiveness of the incentive based on both objective 
and subjective value. The objective value of an incentive is the part of the value that 
can ultimately be converted into monetary terms. In addition, the incentive size can be 
objectively measured and assessed. For example, a $20 incentive is a smaller 
incentive than a $100 incentive. The subjective value is a person’s personal appraisal 
of the objective value (Deckers 2005). Research on incentive value has found support 
for the subjective value of incentives. Through the process of temporal discounting or 
delay discounting, a future incentive is represented at the present at a discounted value 
(Myerson and Green 1995; Myerson et al. 2003). Therefore, when incentives are 
delayed their value decreases (Green, Fry and Myerson 1994).  For example, $10 next 
week has a lesser subjective value than $10 right now. Given a choice between an 
immediate or a delayed incentive of the same amount, people would tend to choose 
the immediate incentive (Green, Myerson and Ostaszewski 1999; Myerson and Green 
1995). The concept of subjective incentive value is similar to that of utility in 
economics. Utility refers to satisfaction, pleasure or usefulness of an economic good 
(Deckers 2005). For incentives, different people can also derive a different amount of 
satisfaction, pleasure or use for it. For example, a $50 dining voucher could have 
different utilities for different people. For someone who has a high income, a $50 
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dining voucher might not have as much utility compared to someone who seldom gets 
a chance to dine out because of budget constraints. Another example is that for 
products used as incentives. For example, a company may offer a Samsonite briefcase 
as an incentive. However, for a person who does not have the need for a briefcase, the 
incentive has no utility. For another person who frequently has to use a briefcase, the 
Samsonite briefcase may have a higher utility. For incentivized recommendations in 
particular, findings from the qualitative study indicated that the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive differed from individual to individual. Some find cash to 
be attractive. Others find products or services related to their purchases attractive, and 
yet others find hedonic experiences like spas attractive. Thus, the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive is its subjective value. 
 
4.2.2 GIVER’S PERCEPTION OF INCENTIVE ATTRACTIVENESS  
 The Expectancy-value theory of motivation assumes that behavior is a 
function of the expectancies one has and the value of the goal one is working towards. 
When more than one behavior is possible, the behavior chosen will be the one that is 
expected to yield most success and value (Atkinson 1957; Wigfield 1994). This 
implies that the perceived value of a choice can motivate behavior. Buhler (1992) 
advised that “to offer a reward that is of no value to a person is the same as not 
offering any reward at all in exchange for the behavior”. This implies that in order to 
encourage people to behave in a certain way, the incentive must be perceived by the 
recipient to be valuable. 
 Research in business and consumer contexts has found that if something is 
perceived to be valuable, it has a positive impact on behavior. It has been suggested 
that the ability of companies to deliver higher perceived value to the customer will 
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result in a competitive advantage (Woodruff 1997), and high perceived value has been 
found to be the key to obtaining and retaining customers (Pan and Chen 2004). 
Consumers buy on value (Gale 1994). In services, perceived service value has been 
found to lead to purchase intention (Gooding 1995; Sweeney, Soutar and Johnson 
1999), repurchase intention (Durvasula et. al. 2004; Oh 1999), as well as WOM (Oh 
1999), or the willingness to recommend others (Durvasula et. al. 2004).  
 The perceived value/attractiveness of an incentive has been studied in 
conjunction with salesforce management. For example, Hastings, Kiely and Watkins 
(1988) found that travel incentives were more highly valued than other forms of 
extrinsic motivators and were thus effective in motivating salesforce members. 
Chonko, Tanner and Weeks (1992) found from a survey of salespeople that pay raises 
were the most valued and motivating kind of incentives. For recommendation 
behavior however, there has been limited research about the impact of incentives, and 
to the author’s knowledge, none on the perceived attractiveness of an incentive. The 
qualitative study found that an attractive incentive was a strong motivator of 
recommendation to others. An attractive incentive was even able to motivate people 
who had lower intrinsic motivation to recommend. Hence, it is postulated that the 
more attractive an incentive is perceived, the more likely a recommendation would be 
made, in order to obtain the incentive. 
 
H2: There is a positive relationship between the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive, and the likelihood to make a 
purchase recommendation.   
 
4.2.3 METAPERCEPTION AND IMPRESSION MANAGEMENT 
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4.2.3.1 Impact of Metaperception on Recommendations 
 When a recommendation is made, it usually takes place in social settings, be it 
a dyadic or group situation. This carries with it the prospect of interpersonal 
evaluation where people make judgments of each other (Schlenker and Leary 1982).  
In fact, social judgments have been found to take place largely unconsciously (Winter, 
Uleman and Cunniff 1985). Hence, people will tend to manage others’ impression of 
them. Impression management involves taking the role of others, anticipating their 
likely reactions to one’s own possible conduct and adjusting one’s behavior 
accordingly (Schlenker and Pontari 2000). Goffman (1959), who pioneered the 
concept of impression management in sociology literature, regarded it as a condition 
of interaction that is fundamental to social life.   
 Central to the theory of impression management is the concept of 
metaperception (Schlenker 1980). Metaperception is a term coined by Laing, 
Phillipson and Lee (1966) to describe the process of determining how one’s behavior 
influences others’ judgments of oneself. In other words, it is an individual’s 
perception of how they are viewed by others (Levesque 1997). Much research on 
metaperception has focused on its accuracy (i.e., the extent to which an individual’s 
metaperception corresponds to others’ judgments of them) (e.g., Kenny 1994; 
Levesque 1997; Albright and Malloy 1999). It has been found that metaperceptions of 
how other people feel about oneself are generally quite accurate (Kenny and DePaulo 
1993: Levesque 1997).  
 When people know that they will be evaluated, they usually prefer to present 
themselves in a socially desirable way, such as appearing competent, attractive and 
honest (Schlenker and Leary 1982). This implies that people generally prefer to be 
liked than disliked by others. Thus, it is not unreasonable to expect that before an 
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individual makes a purchase recommendation, s/he will engage in the process of 
metaperception. S/He is likely to try to assess how the recommendation will be 
perceived by the recipient. If s/he thinks that the recommendation is likely to be 
viewed favorably, then s/he is likely to make the recommendation. The more 
favorable the metaperception, the more likely a recommendation will be made. This 
leads to the following hypothesis: 
 
H3: There is a positive relationship between the favorability of 
metaperception of the recommendation, and the likelihood to 
make a purchase recommendation.   
 
4.2.3.2 Impact of Incentives on Metaperception 
 Non-incentivized WOM is generally perceived as objective (Price and Feick 
1984) and credible (Silverman 1997), because the giver usually has nothing to gain 
from the recipient’s subsequent actions (Schiffman and Kanuk 1997). When an 
individual makes a recommendation without receiving anything in return, the question 
of whether the recommendation is a credible or an unbiased one is unlikely to arise. 
Doubts will surface in a recipient’s mind only if the giver is incentivized by what the 
recipient thinks is an attractive incentive. The objective of recommend-a-friend 
programs is to increase a company’s customer base. Hence, the incentives given 
would usually be of some objective and subjective value. In such a situation, 
recommendation givers may perhaps be seen as being similar to a salesperson, 
receiving something valuable in return for his or her efforts. 
 The Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM) postulates that consumers develop 
knowledge about persuasion and use this knowledge to cope with persuasion episodes 
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(Friestad and Wright 1994), drawing inferences about marketers’ motives and goals 
(Boush, Friestad and Rose 1994; Campbell 1995, 1999). When an individual thinks 
that somebody may have an ulterior motive for a behavior, this is defined as 
“suspicion” (Fein 1996).  Suspicion of an underlying motive tends to result in a less 
favorable perception of that person (Fein, Hilton and Miller 1990).  According to the 
“ulterior motive rule”, when an individual stands to be rewarded in the short term for 
a behavior, that behavior should be discounted as an indicator of that individual’s true 
personality. Therefore, behavior that is self-serving will be subject to greater 
skepticism than behavior that is not (Kraut 1978). Consumers are more likely to use 
their persuasion knowledge and infer that a salesperson’s underlying motive is to 
persuade them to buy something (Campbell and Kirmani 2000). 
 A recommendation giver is also a consumer. It is likely therefore, that s/he is 
aware that when making an incentivized recommendation, s/he might be viewed as 
behaving like an incentivized salesperson. Since suspicion of an underlying motive 
usually results in a less favorable perception of a person (Fein, Hilton and Miller 
1990), a recommendation giver might think that when an incentive is present, the 
recipient will have doubts about the recommendation. This results in the 
recommendation giver having a less favorable metaperception about the 
recommendation. Qualitative findings support this assumption in that some 
respondents did not participate in current recommend-a-friend programs because they 
felt that making an incentivized recommendation would result in them being 
perceived as “selfish” or “biased”.  
 In general, a larger incentive is preferred to a smaller incentive (Deckers 
2005). Even in a recommendation context, it has been found that the larger the size of 
an incentive, the more it increased the likelihood of recommendations being made 
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(Wirtz and Chew 2002). Although it would seem that a larger incentive has a greater 
impact on behavior than a smaller incentive, there are situations where there is a 
reverse-incentive effect (e.g., Brehm and Cohen 1962; Crano, Gorenflo and 
Shackelford 1988; Freedman, Cunningham and Krismer 1992). This effect occurs 
when a larger incentive has a smaller effect than a smaller incentive. One of the 
explanations for this effect is impression management (Tedeschi, Schlenker and 
Bonoma 1971), implying that when an individual wants to make a good impression, 
there is avoidance of a larger incentive. Thus, while the size of an incentive can have 
a positive impact on the likelihood to make a recommendation, it can also have a 
negative impact when the recommendation giver thinks that the recipient will view 
the incentivized recommendation negatively. A larger incentive is likely to lead to 
decreased favorability of metaperception of the recommendation, compared to a 
smaller incentive. Thus, the following hypothesis is advanced:  
 
H4: There is a negative relationship between the size of incentives, 
and the favorability of metaperception. 
 
4.3 IMPACT OF TIE STRENGTH   
Tie strength is likely to affect metaperception in two ways. First, there 
is a direct effect on metaperception, where the stronger the tie, the more 
favorable the metaperception is likely to be. Second, tie strength can affect 
metaperception by moderating the negative impact of incentives on the 
favorability of metaperception. 
 
4.3.1 IMPACT OF TIE STRENGTH ON METAPERCEPTION 
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Since all recommendations occur within some social structure, tie strength is 
integral to the examination of the phenomenon (Bansal and Voyer 2000). People 
interact with others from a spectrum of various degrees of tie strength, ranging from 
strong tie relations (e.g., a spouse) to weak tie relations (e.g., a seldom-contacted 
acquaintance) (Brown and Reingen 1987). Frenzen and Davis (1990) identify 
closeness, intimacy, support and association as inherent dimensions of tie strength.  
 In Sahlins’ (1972) social exchange theory, generalized exchange describes 
what is practiced by people who are in strong tie relations. It is an altruistic and 
compassionate form of exchange, where the maintenance of the relation is more 
important than the material content of exchange. Resources exchanged need not be 
equivalent and they can be sequentially rather than simultaneously delivered (Frenzen 
and Nakamoto 1993). A similar idea is proposed by Clark and some colleagues. 
Friends are said to be engaged in communal relationships (Clark 1981; Clark and 
Mills 1979; Mills and Clark 1982). In this kind of relationship, receiving a favor from 
a friend does not create an obligation to reciprocate, because friends do favors for one 
another as a result of a general concern for each other’s needs and welfare (Mills and 
Clark 1982). Aggarwal (2004) lists communal relationship norms as accepting help 
with a preference for no monetary payment, having a low desire to give comparable 
benefits in return for benefits received, not having any expectation of the prompt 
repayment for specific benefits received, and not keeping track of individual inputs 
and outcomes in joint tasks. Instead, there is greater likelihood of helping others, 
requesting help from others, keeping track of others’ needs, and being responsive to 
their emotional states. Any rewards obtained are divided according to each 
individual’s needs and requirements, rather than according to input and contributions.  
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 The relationship between weak ties is described by Sahlins (1972) as being 
characterized by balanced exchange. In order for balanced exchange to take place, 
resources should be economically or symbolically equivalent and exchange must be 
conducted with little delay between the time a participant gives a resource and 
reciprocally receives one in return. If these conditions are not met, exchange is 
unlikely to occur (Frenzen and Nakamoto 1993). Balanced exchange is more 
economic and the material side of it is as important as the social side (Frenzen and 
Nakamoto 1993). Clark and Mills (1979) have another term, namely exchange 
relationships, to describe the same phenomenon. Exchange relationship norms are 
when there is a preference for payment for help, a desire to give comparable benefits 
in return for benefits received, likelihood to ask for repayments for benefits received, 
and keeping track of inputs and outcomes in a joint task. In addition, there is a 
decreased likelihood of helping others, requesting help from others, keeping track of 
others’ needs, and being responsive to others’ emotional states (Aggarwal 2004).  
Previous work has already established a relationship between tie strength and 
recommendations. Specifically, strong ties are more likely to be sought for 
recommendations (Bansal and Voyer 2000; Bristor 1990; Brown and Reingen 1987), 
and recommendations by strong ties have a stronger influence on the recipient’s 
subsequent behavior than that from weak ties (Bansal and Voyer 2000; Frenzen and 
Nakamoto 1993). People were also more likely to make recommendations to strong 
tie relations than weak tie relations (Wirtz and Chew 2002).  
The impact of tie strength on metaperception has not been explicitly studied, 
but it can be implied from findings on how well individuals are acquainted. In 
general, metaperception is more accurate among well acquainted individuals than 
those who are briefly acquainted. Higher accuracy of metaperception has been found 
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in the study of well acquainted individuals like friends, family and coworkers (Malloy 
et. al. 1997), roommates (Levesque 1997), and adult offspring (Cook and Douglas 
1998). In contrast, Albright and Malloy (1999) found low levels of accuracy in 
metaperception among people who were briefly acquainted. Relating the findings to 
tie strength, it can be implied that the accuracy of metaperception is likely to be 
higher with strong tie relations than weak tie relations. The relationship between tie 
strength and the favorability of metaperception however, has not to my knowledge, 
been examined. 
Whether people think that others will perceive them in a positive or negative 
light depends on who their audience is. Based on the relationship norms, the nature of 
strong tie relationships is such that there is closeness, cooperation and stronger 
altruism. Strong tie relations trust each other and recipients believe that any help 
given to them is genuinely other-oriented (Barnett et al. 2000). This is confirmed in 
research that help given to strong tie relations reflected more other-oriented 
motivation on the part of the helper, than help given to weak tie relations (Batson 
1987; Schoenrade et al. 1986). Therefore, it seems likely that the favorability of 
metaperception would be more positive with strong tie relations than weak tie 
relations. The following hypothesis is thus advanced: 
 
H5: There is a positive relationship between tie strength, and the 
favorability of metaperception. 
 
4.3.2 MODERATING ROLE OF TIE STRENGTH 
Strong tie relationships are built slowly over time. This becomes a disincentive 
to act unethically with strong ties (Brass, Butterfield and Skaggs 1998). Research on 
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empathy showed that emotional intensity and intimacy of a relationship between two 
people were negatively related to the likelihood of unethical behavior (Vetlesen 
1994). Jones (1991) had a similar finding that people were more aware of the moral 
nature of issues and less likely to act unethically towards others close to them, 
compared to strangers. The acceptance of help within a strong tie relationship is 
predicated on the belief that the other’s motive for providing assistance is genuinely 
other-oriented (Barnett et. al. 2000). Taken together, it would suggest that perhaps 
even if there is an incentive involved, strong tie relations are still unlikely to view an 
individual’s recommendation negatively because they believe that the individual has 
good intentions.  
Findings from the qualitative study support this point. Respondents felt that 
strong ties were less likely to view an incentivized recommendation unfavorably 
because they would understand the giver’s intentions and there was trust between 
them. In addition, recommendation givers would be able to honestly inform strong 
ties about receiving an incentive for a successful recommendation. In fact, the 
incentive could even be shared with the strong tie recipient. For weak ties however, 
respondents felt that weak ties were likely to attribute the recommendation to the fact 
that the giver wanted to obtain the incentive.  
From the above discussion, it seems likely that recommendation givers are less 
likely to think that strong ties will view their incentivized recommendation in an 
unfavorable manner, because of the closeness and trust they share, compared to weak 
ties, who might view the incentivized recommendation in a less favorable light. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
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H6: The negative relationship between the presence of incentives 
and the favorability of metaperception is moderated by tie 
strength. Specifically, when there is an incentive present, any 
unfavorable metaperception is stronger with weak tie relations 
than with strong tie relations.  
 
4.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
 In this chapter, the conceptual framework (see Figure 4.1) and hypotheses (see 
Table 4.1) were presented. First, findings from the qualitative study confirmed that 
there was a difference between telling and recommending and it therefore made sense 
to study what the motivators of recommendations are. While it is acknowledged that 
there may be self-oriented motivations for making recommendations, only other-
oriented motivations were included in the conceptual framework because respondents 
cited mainly other-oriented motivations for making recommendations.  
 Second, the positive and negative impact of incentives on the likelihood of 
making a recommendation was presented. Incentive value consists of both an 
objective and subjective component. In an incentivized situation, the perceived 
attractiveness of incentives is the subjective component of incentive value. The 
positive impact of incentives on recommendations is because of its subjective value 
and the perceived attractiveness of an incentive was hypothesized to be positively 
related to the likelihood of making a recommendation. The objective value of 
incentives (size) has a negative impact on recommendations via metaperception. 
Metaperception is central to impression management. Evaluations take place in social 
interactions largely unconsciously (Winter, Uleman and Cunniff 1985). When people 
know that they will be evaluated, they usually prefer to present themselves in a 
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socially desirable way (Schlenker and Leary 1982). Therefore, if a recommendation 
giver thinks that his/her recommendation will be perceived in a favorable way, then 
s/he is more likely to make a purchase recommendation. Hence, metaperception was 
hypothesized to be positively related to the likelihood to make a recommendation. 
Metaperception however, can be affected by the absence or presence of an incentive, 
as well as the size of an incentive. It was hypothesized that an incentive would have a 
negative impact on the favorability of metaperception, and the larger the size of the 
incentive, the less favorable the metaperception.   
 Finally, the impact of tie strength was presented. Strong tie relations share 
communal relationship norms that assume that any help rendered to the recipient is 
based on other-oriented motivation (Barnett et al. 2000). Thus, a recommendation 
giver is likely to think that his/her recommendation would be perceived more 
favorably by a strong tie relation, than a weak tie relation. Hence, it was hypothesized 
that tie strength would be positive related to the favorability of metaperception. With 
incentives given, the closeness and trust between strong tie relations would mean that 
they were unlikely to view the incentivized recommendations unfavorably. Even if 
there was any negativity, it would be stronger with weak tie relations than strong tie 
relations. Hence, it was hypothesized that tie strength would moderate the incentive-
metaperception relationship. 
 All the proposed hypotheses are summarized in Table 4.1. 
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TABLE 4.1 - HYPOTHESES 
Hypotheses Statement 
H1 There is a positive relationship between the degree of other-oriented 
motivation, and the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation 
H2 There is a positive relationship between the perceived attractiveness 
of an incentive, and the likelihood to make a purchase 
recommendation 
H3 There is a positive relationship between the favorability of 
metaperception, and the likelihood to make a purchase 
recommendation 
H4 There is a negative relationship between the size of incentives, and 
the favorability of metaperception. 
H5 There is a positive relationship between tie strength, and the 
favorability of metaperception. 
H6 The negative relationship between the presence of incentives and the 
favorability of metaperception is moderated by tie strength. 
Specifically, when there is an incentive present, any unfavorable 






































 This chapter consists of four sections, detailing the research method. The first 
section details the experimental design. The next describes the survey questionnaire 
development, which includes the stimuli development, the manipulations and 
manipulation checks, as well as the scale items for the measured constructs. The third 
section contains the description of three pretests and the last section describes the 
sample for the actual study.  
 
5.1 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 
 The study employed a hypothetical scenario to test the hypotheses. There are 
several reasons why the scenario method was used. First, it minimizes memory bias, 
which is common in self-reports in survey design (Smith, Bolton and Wagner 1999). 
Scenarios also reduce problems involving the effect of personal circumstances with 
regards to the research context (see Havlena and Holbrook 1986; Bateson and Hui 
1992; Wirtz and Bateson 1999).  This method enhances internal validity and statistical 
conclusion validity by controlling extraneous and manipulated variables, and reducing 
random noise in the experiment with a standardized setting for all respondents (Cook 
and Campbell 1979; Churchill 1995). The method is most successful when there is a 
high congruency between respondents’ real-life experiences and the experimental 
scenarios they are required to imagine (Dabholkar 1996). Hence, a pretest of the 
scenario was conducted to ensure that respondents were familiar with the situation 
described in the scenario (see Section 5.3 on Pretests). 
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 The experiment was a 3 x 2 factorial design, with size of incentives (0 
discount, 25% discount, 75% discount), and tie strength (weak, strong) as the 
between-subject conditions. Other-oriented motivation to recommend, perceived 
attractiveness of the incentive and the metaperception of the recommendation were 
measured using a quasi-experimental design.  
 
5.2 QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
This section describes the stimuli development, which includes the study 
context and scenario. Next, the manipulated variables and the tie strength 
manipulation check are described. After that, the scale items for the measured 
variables are presented. 
 
5.2.1 STIMULI DEVELOPMENT  
 Since the intention was to survey respondents of a varying demographic mix, 
the study context had to be something quite universal, so that respondent familiarity 
with the study context would be high and they can imagine being in the given 
scenario. After informal interviews with a group of respondents, a restaurant was 
selected as the research context. In Singapore, dining out is a popular activity and 
many conversations do involve talking about the best places to eat. Hence, it is 
realistic that recommendations for restaurants do occur frequently. Some restaurants 
also offer discounts to attract customers and this allows for the realistic manipulation 
of the various incentive levels.  
 Findings from the qualitative study showed that satisfaction was a pre-
requisite for recommendations. Thus, in the construction of the scenario, care was 
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taken to ensure that the adjectives used to describe satisfaction were consistent in 






"You had a fantastic experience at a restaurant with great food and excellent 
service, all at a very reasonable price. It was one of the most outstanding restaurant 
experiences that you have had. The staff there were extremely courteous, friendly 
and very well-trained.  You were exceedingly delighted with your experience and 
decided that you would definitely visit the restaurant again." 
 
  
5.2.2 INCENTIVE MANIPULATION 
 Incentives were manipulated at three levels, namely no incentive, 25% 
discount and 75% discount off the next bill (see Table 5.2). Companies usually offer 
different types of incentives. They may be cash, products or service related to the 
company’s offerings and those that do not. The incentive type chosen for the scenario 
was related to the “product” of the company. These kinds of rewards are considered 
more efficient the company because it does not cost as much as cash rewards, or 
rewards that are unrelated to the company’s offerings (Kim, Shi and Srinivasan 2001). 
The incentives would only be paid if the recommendation was successful and the 
other person visited the restaurant. This is in line with how many recommend-a-friend 
programs are designed, where the incentive is only given for a successful referral (i.e., 
the person referred becomes a customer). Different respondents have different points 
of reference with regards to reasonable price, so the use of a relative amount rather 
than an absolute amount to determine the size of the incentive is consistent with the 
principle of relativity (Heath et. al. 2000). There was an incentive manipulation check 
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for incentives. On a scale of 1 to 10, respondents were asked how large they thought 
the incentive was (1 = no incentive and 10 = very large incentive). 
 
TABLE 5.2 
MANIPULATION OF INCENTIVES  
 
No: For the no incentive condition, there was no reference to the "Recommend-
a-Friend" program in the questionnaire. 
 
25%: "When you were paying your bill, the restaurant gave you a privilege card 
with a personalized serial number. In addition, you were also given ten 
cards that had the same personalized serial number on them. You can pass 
these cards to people whom you recommend, to eat at the restaurant. If the 
person that you recommend goes to the restaurant to eat and gives the 
restaurant the card, the restaurant will reward you with a 25% discount off 
your bill on your subsequent visits." 
 
75%: "When you were paying your bill, the restaurant gave you a privilege card 
with a personalized serial number. In addition, you were also given ten 
cards that had the same personalized serial number on them. You can pass 
these cards to people whom you recommend, to eat at the restaurant. If the 
person that you recommend goes to the restaurant to eat and gives the 
restaurant the card, the restaurant will reward you with a 75% discount off 
your bill on your subsequent visits." 
 
 
5.2.3 TIE STRENGTH MANIPULATION AND MANIPULATION CHECK 
 Tie strength was manipulated at two levels, namely weak and strong, which is 
consistent with past research (e.g., Frenzen and Nakamoto 1993; Wirtz and Chew 
2002) (see Table 5.3). The tie strength manipulation check was adapted from Frenzen 
and Nakamoto (1993) (see Table 5.4). It was a four-item scale based on the aspects of 
intimacy, association, support and closeness. For the intimacy indicator, respondents 
were asked about their willingness to share personal confidences with the person. For 
the association indicator, the respondents were asked how gladly they would spend a 
free afternoon socializing with the person and for the support indicator, respondents 
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were asked how likely they were to perform a large favor for the person. The three 
items were measured on seven-point scales anchored by “strongly disagree” and 
“strongly agree”. For the indicator of closeness, respondents were asked to rate their 
level of closeness to the person they communicated with on a seven-point scale 
ranging from “not close at all” to “extraordinarily close”.  
 
TABLE 5.3 
MANIPULATION OF TIE STRENGTH 
 
 
Weak: "The next day, you happened to have a lunch appointment with your casual 
acquaintance (i.e., someone you do not know very well)." 
 





TIE STRENGTH MANIPULATION CHECK 
 
(1) He/she is someone whom I would be willing to share personal confidences 
with. 
 
(2) He/she is someone whom I would gladly spend a free afternoon socializing 
with. 
 
(3) He/she is someone whom I would be likely to perform a LARGE favour 
for. 
 
(4) On a scale of 1 to 7, rate your level of closeness to the person you had a 
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5.2.4 MEASURES FOR THE QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 
 All the measures consisted of multi-item scales instead of single-item scales as 
the former are considered to be more reliable in measuring a construct of interest 
(Judd, Smith and Kidder 1991). All scale items used seven-point Likert-type scales 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).    
 
5.2.4.1 Likelihood to Recommend  
 The scale for recommendation behavior usually consists of a single-item, such 
as the likelihood to recommend. As such, a new scale had to be developed. Items 1 
and 2 of the scale were adapted from Singh (1988), while items 3 and 4 were derived 
from comments made by respondents in the qualitative interviews (see Table 5.5).   
 
TABLE 5.5 
MEASURES FOR LIKELIHOOD OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
(1) I am likely to recommend the restaurant to him/her. 
 
(2) I am likely to encourage him/her to patronize the restaurant 
 
(3) I am likely to be enthusiastic in my recommendation of the restaurant to 
him/her. 
 
(4) I am likely to put in effort to recommend the restaurant to him/her. 
 
 
5.2.4.2 Other-Oriented Motivation 
 Similar to the recommendation scale, there was no known scale regarding the 
other-oriented motivation for recommendation behavior, so a new scale was 
developed using a combination of adaptations from existing scales and comments by 
respondents in the qualitative interviews. Items 1 and 5 were adapted from Brown, 
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Widing II and Coulter (1991), items 2 and 3 were derived from qualitative interviews 
and item 4 was adapted from Feick and Price (1987) (see Table 5.6).  
TABLE 5.6 
 
MEASURES FOR OTHER-ORIENTED MOTIVATION 
 
 
(1) I make recommendations to help others make a better purchasing decision. 
 
(2) I make recommendations when I know the product/service will meet their 
needs. 
 
(3) I make recommendations so that others can enjoy the same benefits that I 
had from my experience. 
 
(4) I like to help people by providing them with information about products and 
services. 
 
(5) When I make a recommendation, I have others’ best interest in mind. 
 
 
5.2.4.3 Perceived Attractiveness of Incentive 
 For the perceived attractiveness of the incentive scale, all items were adapted 
from Burton and Lichtenstein (1988) (see Table 5.7). 
TABLE 5.7 
 
MEASURES FOR PERCEIVED INCENTIVE ATTRACTIVENESS 
 
 
(1) The incentive is good. 
 
(2) The incentive is beneficial. 
 
(3) The incentive is attractive. 
 
(4) The incentive is excellent. 
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5.2.4.4 Metaperception of the Recommendation 
 For metaperception of the recommendation, items 1 and 3 were adapted from 
Keller and Aaker (1992), and items 2 and 4 were adapted from Tepper (1994) (see 
Table 5.8).  
TABLE 5.8 
 
MEASURES FOR METAPERCEPTION 
 
 
(1) He/she will think that my recommendation is dependable. 
 
(2) He/she will think that my recommendation is credible. 
 
(3) He/she will think that my recommendation is trustworthy. 
 




Three pretests were carried out. The first pretest was to ensure that both the 
wording of the questions and the description of the scenario could be understood by 
any person with an average command of English. This was because the questionnaire 
would be distributed to people of varying demographic characteristics eventually, and 
therefore, the questions had to be pitched at a level that facilitated ease of 
comprehension. The objective of the second pretest was to ensure that the scenario 
was one where respondents could identify with, and would find realistic. It was also to 
ensure that respondents felt that the scenario was able to demonstrate satisfaction 
successfully. The objective of the third pretest was to ensure that the measures were 
reliable and had nomological validity. 
 
5.3.1 QUESTION PHRASING AND SCENARIO DESCRIPTION PRETEST 
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 For the first pretest, two subjects with an average level of proficiency in 
English were first recruited. Using the think aloud protocol, they were instructed to 
look at all the questions, and comment on the ease of comprehension of the questions. 
They also went through the same procedure with the scenarios. Based on their 
feedback, the wording of some questions, as well as the description in the scenarios 
were finetuned. For example, the subjects confirmed that “very close friend” was 
someone they knew very well, and would confide in etc. They also agreed that “casual 
acquaintance” might is likely someone that one does not know very well, and could 
even be a stranger whom one is introduced to for the first time. The questionnaire was 
then given to another two subjects, different from the first ones, to assess. Again, 
there were some amendments after their feedback. Finally, the questionnaire was 
given to three subjects to assess. Minor amendments were needed and the wording of 
the questionnaire was finalized after three rounds of assessment. For their 
participation, the subjects were given a $10 Starbucks voucher each. 
 
5.3.2 SCENARIO REALISM AND SATISFACTION PRETEST 
 A total of 60 subjects of varying demographic characteristics were recruited 
and randomly assigned to the conditions of the 3 (0 discount or 25% discount or 75% 
discount) x 2 (weak or strong tie) between subject design. The subjects were given a 
pen in exchange for their time. There were 10 subjects in each of the experimental 
conditions. The purpose of having all the experimental conditions assessed was to 
ensure that all combinations of the scenarios were realistic and would be something 
that people could identify with. The subjects were given both the questions for 
scenario realism and satisfaction. 
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 For scenario realism, the three-item scale was adapted from Feick and Higie 
(1992) (see Table 5.9). The questions were measured using a seven-point Likert-type 






(1) It is easy to imagine being in the situation described in this study 
 
(2) The scenario is realistic. 
 
(3) Something like the situation can happen. 
 
 
 For the analysis, the three-items were summated to form a global score. The 
results showed that all 6 scenarios were relatively realistic, with means ranging from 
5.03 to 5.7 (see Table 5.10). T-tests for all scenarios showed that they were 
significantly above the scale midpoint (p<0.01). 
 
TABLE 5.10 
SCENARIO REALISM RESULTS 
Experimental Condition Means Standard Deviation 
No Incentive, Strong Ties 5.70 .8381 
No Incentive, Weak Ties 5.43 .5676 
25% Discount, Strong Ties 5.53 .9712 
25% Discount, Weak Ties 5.33 .8462 
75% Discount, Strong Ties 5.03 .4289 
75%  Discount, Weak Ties 5.23 .9169 
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 For satisfaction, a three-item, seven-point bipolar scale was used, where 
subjects indicated the extent the words described their feelings about the restaurant 
(see Table 5.11). This scale was adapted from a bipolar adjective scale tested by 








































































 Similar to the analysis for scenario realism, the three-item scale for 
satisfaction level was summated to form a global satisfaction score for each subject. 
All 60 subjects responded to this question. The mean score for satisfaction was 5.99, 
with a standard deviation of 1.02. A t-test showed that it is significantly above the 
scale midpoint (t=15.15, p<0.01). This indicated that the scenario successfully 
described satisfaction with the restaurant. 
 
5.3.3 INCENTIVE MANIPULATION CHECK 
 There were altogether 60 respondents, 20 for each of the incentive conditions, 
namely no incentive, 25% discount and 75% discount. The question asked was “How 
large do you think the incentive is?” It was measured on a ten-point scale with 1 = no 
incentive to 10 = very large incentive. The mean for the no incentive condition was 
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4.05, the mean for the 25% discount condition was 5.55, and the mean for the 75% 
discount condition was 8.95. A one-way ANOVA test showed that these means were 
significantly different (F=27.34, p<0.01). Pairwise comparisons also confirmed that 
the means were all significantly different from each other at p<0.05 level. 
 
5.3.4 QUESTIONNAIRE PRETEST  
5.3.4.1 Pretest Sample 
 120 subjects of varying demographic characteristics were recruited by the 
researcher and randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. The subjects 
received a pen in exchange for their time. There were 20 subjects in each of the 
experimental conditions. 11 questionnaires were discarded because there were 
incomplete responses. 
 
5.3.4.2 Experimental Procedure for Pretest 
 In the first section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to answer the 
questions on their other-oriented motivation. Other-oriented motivation for 
recommendation is more a personality trait than a situational variable. Therefore, 
questions about respondents’ other-oriented motivation were asked before they read 
the scenario so there would not be any biases that may contaminate their responses on 
how they currently behave.  
 In the next section, the restaurant scenario was presented, which contained the 
incentive, and tie strength manipulations. Respondents were instructed to read the 
scenario carefully and imagine themselves in the situation. After they had finished 
reading the scenario, respondents answered four questions for the dependent variable, 
about their likelihood to make a recommendation. This was followed by a set of four 
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questions about the metaperception of the recommendation. The last set of questions 
in this section was five questions about the perceived attractiveness of the incentive 
offered. 
 To avoid demand effects, the tie strength manipulation check was presented 
near the end, before the section on demographic information. The last section 
contained the demographic questions.  
 
5.3.4.3 Internal Consistency and Reliability of Measures 
 In order to ensure that the scale items for each of the measured constructs are 
undimensional, all 18 scale items from the measures of the likelihood to recommend, 
other-oriented motivation, the metaperception of the recommendation and the 
perceived attractiveness of the incentive were subjected to a factor analysis where the 
number of factors were fixed at 4. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy was .872, indicating meritorious appropriateness of factor analysis (Hair et 
al. 1998). 74.5% of the total variance extracted was explained by the factor solution. 
An examination of the rotated component matrix revealed that scale items from the 
same measure had high factor loadings, while those that did not belong had low factor 
loadings. All the communalities were above 0.5, indicating that all the scale items can 
be included. The results of the factor analysis confirm that each of the multi-item 
scales can be summated for use in data analysis. 
 Cronbach alpha was used to test the reliability of the summated scales. The 
Cronbach alpha for the likelihood to recommend was excellent at .91. For other-
oriented motivation, the Cronbach alpha was good at .87. For metaperception of the 
recommendation, the Cronbach alpha was excellent at .93, and for the perceived 
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attractiveness of the incentive, the Cronbach alpha was excellent at .96. The Cronbach 
alphas for all four scales displayed sufficient reliability. 
 
5.3.4.4 Correlation Matrix 
The correlations between the variables were examined to explore nomological 
validity (see Table 5.12). Tie strength was significantly correlated to the likelihood to 
make a recommendation (r = 0.29, p = 0.01). This is as predicted in past research 
(e.g., Brown and Reingen 1987; Reingen and Kernan 1986).  
Other-oriented motivation (r = 0.24, p = 0.01), the perceived attractiveness of 
the incentive (r = 0.52, p = 0.05), and metaperception (r = 0.41, p = 0.05) were all 
positively correlated to the likelihood to make a recommendation. In addition, 
incentives were negatively correlated with metaperception (r = -0.23, p = 0.05), and 
tie strength was positively correlated with metaperception (r = 0.45, p = 0.01). These 
relationships were parallel to theoretical predictions.  
TABLE 5.12 
 

















Predictors       
Other-oriented 
Motivation 
1.000      
Attractiveness 
of Incentive 
.263* 1.000     
Metaperception .281** .223 1.000    
Incentives -0.48 .101 -.230* 1.000   
Tie Strength 
 
.281** .088 .446** -.022 1.000  
Dependent       
Likelihood to 
recommend 
.243* .520** .413** -.085 .286** 1.000 
       
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
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5.4 SAMPLE FOR THE MAIN STUDY 
 A total of 480 questionnaires were distributed through convenience sampling 
employing research assistants, as well as relatives and friends of the researcher in 
order to reach as wide a cross-section of the population as possible. Of these, 370 
questionnaires were returned, representing a response rate of 77%. 27 questionnaires 
were discarded due to incomplete responses. Thus, 343 questionnaires were used for 
the analysis. One-way ANOVAs were performed using the demographic variables on 
the likelihood to recommend. There was a significant main effect of gender on the 
likelihood to recommend (F=5.39, p=0.021). Females were more likely to make 
recommendations than males (mean = 4.55 versus 4.87). This could support previous 
research that market mavens are largely women (Higie, Feick and Price 1987), and do 
give WOM. All other variables were insignificant. All demographic variables also did 
not have a significant impact on metaperception. 
 Table 5.13 shows the demographic breakdown of the respondents.  
 
TABLE 5.13 
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE SAMPLE 
Characteristic Frequency Percentage 
Male 130 37.9 Gender 
Female 213 62.1 
    
20 > 30 8.7 
21 – 25 79 23.0 
26 – 30 73 21.3 
31 – 35 61 17.8 
36 – 40 36 10.5 
41 – 50 47 13.7 
Age 
51 – 60 17 5.0 
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Characteristic Frequency Percentage 
Chinese 272 79.3 
Malay 14 4.1 
Indian 38 11.1 
Eurasian 3 0.9 
Ethnicity 
Others 16 4.7 
    
Diploma > 173 50.7 
Bachelor 107 31.4 
Education 
Postgraduate 61 17.9 
    
$1,000 > 92 26.8 
$1,001 - $3,000 140 40.8 
$3,000 - $5,000 58 16.9 
Income 
$5,001 < 35 10.8 
    
Managers/Execs 112 32.7 
Students 80 23.3 
Sales/Clerical/Prod 78 22.8 
Occupation 
Others 73 21.3 
    
Single 165 48.1 
Married 171 49.9 
Marital Status 
Others 6 1.7 
 
5.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY 
 This chapter described the process by which the questionnaire was designed 
and pretested. Great care was taken to ensure that the scenarios could be identified 
with, and were realistic. Since satisfaction was a pre-requisite for recommendations, it 
was also ensured that the scenarios reflected high satisfaction levels. The entire 
questionnaire was pretested before being rolled out to a larger sample. The scales 
showed high internal consistency and good reliabilities. The correlation matrix of the 
constructs also demonstrated theoretical validity. Finally, the survey was 
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CHAPTER SIX 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
  
 In the first section of this chapter, the preliminary analyses are first described. 
This includes a presentation of the cronbach alphas for the scales, the means and 
correlations. Following this is the description of the preparation for data analysis and 
the tests for the violations of regression assumption. The next section details the study 
findings for the hypotheses tests as well as the mediation test.   
 
6.1 PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSIS 
In this section, the cronbach alphas, means of the variables and the correlation 
matrix are first presented. Next, the preparation of the dataset for analysis is 
described. This includes coding categorical variables into dummy variables, as well as 
the check that the individual variables pass the test of linearity that is necessary before 
OLS regression can be performed. Finally, I discuss the checks performed on the 
regression variates for the violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity, 
independence of the error terms and multicollinearity.  
 
6.1.1 CRONBACH ALPHAS, MEANS AND CORRELATIONS 
The cronbach alphas and means for all the constructs are detailed in Table 6.1.  
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TABLE 6.1 









0.92 343 4.75 1.25 
Other-oriented 
Motivation 
0.87 343 5.34 1.07 
Attractiveness of 
Incentives 
0.94 224 4.68 1.38 
Favorability of 
Metaperception 
0.96 343 4.94 1.15 
 
The correlation matrix for the constructs is presented in Table 6.2. The 
correlations between the variables were examined to explore nomological validity. 
Tie strength was significantly correlated to the likelihood to make a recommendation 
(r = 0.13, p = 0.05). This is as predicted in past research (e.g., Brown and Reingen 
1987; Reingen and Kernan 1986).  
Other-oriented motivation (r = 0.29, p = 0.01), the perceived attractiveness of 
the incentive (r = 0.49, p = 0.01), and metaperception (r = 0.43, p = 0.01) were all 
positively correlated to the likelihood to make a recommendation. In addition, 
incentives were negatively correlated with metaperception (r = -0.15, p = 0.01), and 
tie strength was positively correlated with metaperception (r = 0.35, p = 0.01). These 
relationships were parallel to theoretical predictions. 
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TABLE 6.2 
 

















Dependent       
Recommend 1.000      
Predictors       
Other-oriented 
Motivation 
.287** 1.000     
Attractiveness 
of Incentive 
.493** .078 1.000    
Metaperception .427** .231** .296** 1.000   
Incentives -.113* -.012 .066 -.154** 1.000  
Tie Strength .132* .004 .132* .354** .018 1.000 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
6.1.2 PREPARATION FOR DATA ANALYSIS 
 To incorporate categorical variables into the regression equation, incentive and 
tie strength were first converted into dummy variables (Hair et al. 1998). There were 
two variables for the incentive condition. For the presence of an incentive, the 25% 
discount and 75% discount conditions were combined. For the 25% discount 
condition, 25% discount was coded as (1) and otherwise, zero. For the 75% discount 
condition, 75% discount was coded as (1) and otherwise, zero. For tie strength, strong 
ties were coded as (1) and the reference category was weak ties.   
 Ordinary least squares regression (OLS regression) was used to test the 
hypotheses. To check that the assumption of linearity was met, in order for OLS 
regression to be used, various regression models were run with the squared and cubed 
terms and none of these terms were significant. This showed that there were no non-
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linear relationships between the likelihood to recommend and the independent 
variables, so the linearity assumption was not violated.  
 
6.1.3 TESTS FOR VIOLATIONS OF REGRESSION ASSUMPTIONS 
 Before the regression variates can be meaningfully interpreted, they must be 
assessed for meeting the assumptions underlying OLS regression. This section 
describes the tests for the assumption of normality, linearity, independence of the 
error terms and multicollinearity.  
 A study of the normal probability plots of the standardized residuals for the 
various regression equations revealed that the values generally fell along the diagonal, 
with no substantial or systematic departures. The residuals were considered to 
represent a normal distribution, thus meeting the assumption of normality (Hair et. al. 
1998). 
 Several regression models were run with the squared and cubed terms of the 
interval scaled measures on the likelihood to recommend. None of the squared or 
cubed terms were significant, and this revealed that there were no nonlinear patterns, 
thus meeting the assumption of linearity. 
 To check for independence of the error terms, the Durbin-Watson statistic was 
used. This statistic tests for the serial correlation of adjacent error terms. The Durbin-
Watson statistic ranged from 1.88 to 2.06, within the acceptable range of 1.5 to 2.5. 
This showed that there was no autocorrelation in the error terms.  
 To test for collinearity among the variables, the variance inflation factor (VIF) 
for each of the regression coefficients was calculated. VIF ranged from a low of 1.00 
to a high of 3.41 for all main effects. These were well below the cutoff figure of 10 
recommended by Neter, Wasserman and Kutner (1985). The results indicated that 
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interpretation of the regression variate coefficients should not be affected adversely 
by multicollinearity. 
 
6.2 MANIPULATION CHECK 
 A manipulation check was conducted for tie strength. Since there were only 
two manipulated variables and the rest were measured, a two-way ANOVA was 
conducted, with the manipulation check measure as the dependent variable, and tie 
strength and incentive conditions as the independent variables. As expected, there was 
a significant main effect of tie strength, and no other main or interaction effect 
reached significance (F=102.05, p<0.001). An examination of the cell means showed 
that strong ties were rated closer (M = 5.18) than weak ties (M = 3.96). 
 
6.3 FINDINGS 
This section is divided into two parts. First, the results of the hypothesis tests 
will be presented. This is followed by other findings, namely a mediation test. The 
objective was to find out whether the favorability of metaperception mediated the 
relationship between incentive size and tie strength on the likelihood to make a 
purchase recommendation. 
 
6.3.1 HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
6.3.1.1 Recommendation as Dependent Variable 
 To test hypotheses 1 to 3, the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation 
was submitted to an OLS regression with the independent (predictor) variables of 
other-oriented motivation, perceived attractiveness of the incentive, and favorability 
of metaperception. Gender was included as the control variable, but did not turn out to 
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have a significant impact on the likelihood to recommend. The coefficient of 
determination (adjusted R2) for the model was 0.342. The following equation displays 
the standardized beta coefficients.  
 
(Equation 1) Recommend = .204other + .408attractiveness + .233metaperception  
  
 Hypothesis 1 stated that there is a positive relationship between the degree of 
other-oriented motivation and the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation. It 
can be seen from equation 1 that the hypothesis was supported (β = 0.204, t = 3.67, p 
< 0.001). Specifically, the higher the level of other-oriented motivation, the more a 
respondent was likely to make a purchase recommendation.  
 Hypothesis 2 stated that there is a positive relationship between the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive and the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation. 
An examination of the beta coefficient showed that this hypothesis was supported (β = 
0.233, t = 4.02, p < .001) (see Equation 1). As the perceived attractiveness of the 
incentive increased, a respondent was more likely to make a purchase 
recommendation. 
 Hypothesis 3 stated that there is a positive relationship between the 
favorability of metaperception and the likelihood to make a purchase 
recommendation. This hypothesized relationship was supported (β = 0.408, t = 7.17, p 
< 0.001) (see Equation 1). This means that as metaperception became more favorable, 
a respondent was more likely to make a purchase recommendation.  
 A comparison of the size of the beta coefficients showed that of the three 
independent variables the perceived attractiveness of an incentive was the most 
important in predicting the likelihood of a purchase recommendation being made. 
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Both the favorability of metaperception and other-oriented motivation were notably 
lower in importance. To confirm the results regarding the strength of the variables on 
the likelihood of recommendation, a hierarchical regression performed. When a first 
regression model with just other-oriented motivation was compared to a second 
regression model with other-oriented motivation and favorability of metaperception, 
the F test statistic was 59.60, p<0.05. This showed that favorability of metaperception 
was more important than other-oriented motivation in explaining the likelihood of 
recommendation. When a third regression equation with other-oriented motivation, 
favorability of metaperception and perceived attractiveness of an incentive was run 
and compared to the second regression equation, the F test statistic was 198.13, 
p<0.05. This showed that perceived attractiveness was more important than the other 
two variables in explaining the likelihood to recommend, confirming what was 
interpreted with just looking at the standardized coefficients alone. 
  
6.3.1.2 Favorability of Metaperception as Dependent Variable 
 To test hypotheses 4 and 5, the favorability of metaperception was submitted 
to an OLS regression (see Table 6.3). For the regression model, the independent 
variables were tie strength, the presence of incentives and a large incentive (75% 
discount) (adjusted R2 0.202).  
TABLE 6.3 
REGRESSION VARIATES FOR HYPOTHESES 4 AND 5 
Dependent Variable Standardized Beta Coefficients 
(2)    Metaperception Y= .357tie strength - .13325% incentive a - .18375% incentive   
(3)    Metaperception Y= .408tie strength - .199large incentive size  
a
 This was significant at p<0.05. The rest of the coefficients were significant at 
p<0.01. 
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As expected, there was a negative relationship between incentive and the favorability 
of metaperception. H4 was tested in two ways. First, both the dummy for 25% 
discount level and the dummy for 75% discount level were included in the regression 
model, together with tie strength. It was found that the larger the incentive, the less 
favorable the metaperception (25% discount level, β = -0.133, t = -2.32, p < 0.05 and 
75% discount level, β = -0.183, t = -3.20, p < 0.01) (see Equation 2). In the second 
regression model, the dummy for incentive present and the dummy for 75% discount 
level were included in the regression model, together with tie strength. Only tie 
strength and a large incentive were significant. A large incentive changed the effect 
(size) of the incentive (75% discount level, β = -0.199, t = -3.38, p < 0.05) (see 
Equation 3). The results also supported H4.  
Hypothesis 5 proposed a positive relationship between tie strength and the 
favorability of metaperception. This hypothesis was supported. Tie strength was 
included in both the regression for the presence or absence of an incentive, as well as 
that for the size of an incentive. Since weak ties was the reference category, both 
regression variates showed that the recommendation giver felt that compared to weak 
ties, strong ties would view the recommendation more positively (Equation 2: β = 
0.356, t = 7.13, p < 0.001 and Equation 3: β = 0.357, t = 7.14, p < 0.001). An 
examination of the size of the beta coefficients showed that tie strength was notably 
more important in predicting the favorability of metaperception, compared to 
incentives. 
For hypothesis 6, an interaction effect of incentive and tie strength on the 
favorability of metaperception was proposed. Specifically, with the presence of 
incentives, the favorability of metaperception is less negative with strong tie relations 
than with weak tie relations. Two regressions were run. The first included only the 
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main effects of incentives and tie strength (see Equation 4, Table 6.4). To test for 
interaction effects, the product term of independent variables was added to the 
equation (Allison 1977), and a second regression was run (see Equation 5, Table 6.4). 
With the inclusion of the interaction term into the model, incentives were no longer 
significant in predicting the favorability of metaperception. Only tie strength and the 
interaction term were significant. The incremental F-statistic for the model with the 
interaction term was significant (F (2, 340) = 11.86, p < 0.01), and the R2 change was 
0.29. This showed that tie strength fully moderated the relationship between 
incentives and the favorability of metaperception. Hence, H6 was supported. 
 
TABLE 6.4 
REGRESSION VARIATES FOR H6 
Dependent Variable Standardized Beta Coefficients 
(4)   Metaperception Y= .356tie strength - .160incentive present 
(5)   Metaperception Y= .521tie strength - .239 tie strength x incentives 
 
 
6.3.2 MEDIATION TEST 
OLS regression analyses were performed to test the mediation relationships 
implied in the conceptual model. The mediation analysis was done, following the 
method suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986). First, the mediator, the favorability of 
metaperception, was regressed on the independent variables of incentives and tie 
strength (see equation 4, Table 6.4). The presence or absence of an incentive was used 
as the incentive independent variable. As discussed earlier, all the independent 
variables did have an effect on the favorability of metaperception, meeting the 
criterion that the independent variables must affect the mediator (Baron and Kenny 
1986).  
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Second, the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation was regressed on 
incentives and tie strength and gender was included as a control variable (see 
Equation 6, Table 6.5). All the independent variables had significant main effects on 
the likelihood to recommend. Specifically, the likelihood to recommend was 
decreased when an incentive was given, compared to when there was no incentive (β 
= -0.126, t = -2.36, p < 0.05). In addition, a purchase recommendation was more 
likely to be made to a strong tie relation than a weak tie relation (β = 0.133, t = 2.50, p 
< 0.05). The results met the criterion that the independent variables must affect the 
dependent variable (Baron and Kenny 1986). Gender had a significant effect on the 
likelihood to recommend. Females were more likely to recommend than males (β = 
0.112, t = 2.11, p < 0.05). 
 
Third, the likelihood to recommend was regressed on incentives, tie strength 
as well as the mediator, the favorability of metaperception (see Equation 7, Table 
6.5). Only the favorability of metaperception had a significant main effect on the 
likelihood to make a purchase recommendation (β = 0.427, t = 8.72, p < 0.001). This 
met the criterion that the mediator must affect the dependent variable. When the 
results for Equations 6 and 7 were compared, it showed that incentives and tie 
strength were completely mediated by perception, since they no longer had any effect 
on the likelihood to recommend when perception was included in the regression.  
 
TABLE 6.5 
REGRESSION VARIATES FOR MEDIATION TEST 
Dependent Variable Standardized Beta Coefficients 
(6)  Recommendation Y= .133tie strength  - .126incentive present + .112gender   
(7)  Recommendation Y= .427metaperception - .022tie strength a - .069incentive present a  
a This was not significant. The rest of the coefficients were significant at p<0.05. 
  107 
 






6.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY  
 In this chapter, the analyses of the hypotheses using OLS regression were 
presented. It was found that other-oriented motivation, the perceived attractiveness of 
an incentive, and the favorability of metaperception were all positively related to the 
likelihood to make a purchase recommendation. Of these, the perceived attractiveness 
of an incentive was a notably more important predictor of the likelihood to make a 
purchase recommendation. The favorability of metaperception could be influenced in 
a positive and negative manner. Tie strength was positively correlated with the 
favorability of metaperception. For strong tie relations, metaperception was more 
favorable than for weak tie relations. This could explain why it had previously been 
found that the likelihood to make a recommendation was more positive with strong tie 





-.13* versus -.07(ns) 
.36** 
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1986). Incentives were negatively correlated with the favorability of metaperception. 
Metaperception was less favorable when there was an incentive present, and the 
favorability decreased with increasing incentive size. When the interaction term for tie 
strength and incentives were included, the incentive main effect on the favorability of 
metaperception was no longer significant. Contrary to what was hypothesized, it was 
found that when there was an incentive present, metaperception was more negative 
for strong tie relations than weak tie relations.  Lastly, the favorability of 
metaperception was found to completely mediate the relationship between incentives, 
and tie strength on the likelihood to make a purchase recommendation. The results of 
the hypotheses test are summarized in Table 6.6. 
TABLE 6.6 
HYPOTHESES TESTS 
Hypotheses Statement Results 
H1 There is a positive relationship between the degree 
of other-oriented motivation, and the likelihood to 
make a purchase recommendation 
 
Supported 
H2 There is a positive relationship between the 
perceived attractiveness of an incentive, and the 
likelihood to make a purchase recommendation 
 
Supported 
H3 There is a positive relationship between the 
favorability of metaperception, and the likelihood to 
make a purchase recommendation 
 
Supported 
H4 There is a negative relationship between the size of 




H5 There is a positive relationship between tie strength, 




H6 The negative relationship between the presence of 
incentives and the favorability of metaperception is 
moderated by tie strength. Specifically, when there is 
an incentive present, any unfavorable 
metaperception is stronger with weak tie relations 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
 The first section of this chapter draws conclusions from the findings and 
discussion in the previous chapters. Next, theoretical implications are discussed, 
followed by insights for managers. Finally, suggestions for future research are 
presented. 
 
7.1 CONCLUSIONS FROM QUALITATIVE AND EMPIRICAL STUDIES
 This study used a triangulation of qualitative and quantitative methods and 
incorporated both psychological and sociological factors into the conceptual model to 
shed light on the influences of incentivized recommendations. This section first 
discusses the motivators of non-incentivized recommendations, followed by the 
factors that are pertinent in an incentivized recommendation situation.  
 
7.1.1 MOTIVATORS OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 Findings from the qualitative study extended our understanding of the impact 
of satisfaction on recommendations. Qualitative findings showed that there is a 
difference between telling someone about a product or service, and recommending the 
product or service to them. Satisfaction had previously been found to be a key 
antecedent in product-related WOM (Anderson 1998: Blodgett, Branbois and Walters 
1993). WOM however, can consist of both telling and recommending. Findings from 
the qualitative study revealed that for recommendations in particular, satisfaction does 
not just precede purchase recommendations, it is a pre-requisite for purchase 
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recommendations. When respondents were very satisfied with a purchase experience, 
they would make recommendations to others.  
 The qualitative findings suggested that after the satisfaction condition had 
been met, the dominant intrinsic motivators of recommendations were other-oriented 
in nature. Although both self-oriented and other-oriented motivators might drive 
recommendations, respondents in the qualitative study cited mainly other-oriented 
reasons for making recommendations. Since other-oriented reasons seem more 
prevalent in motivating recommendations, only other-oriented motivations were 
included in the empirical study. In the empirical study, it was found that the higher the 
other-oriented motivation, the more likely a consumer would be to make a 
recommendation. Among the specific motivators suggested by the qualitative study’s 
respondents, the recipient’s felt need in terms of someone asking for a 
recommendation, or helping someone in the market to buy a product or service was 
one of them. This is consistent with previous research, where it was found that 53.7% 
of the incidences of positive WOM for services were due to a recipient’s felt need 
(Mangold, Brockway and Miller 1999). This is also consistent with research on 
eWOM, where it was found that the main motivators of eWOM was concern for 
others (Hennig-Thurau et. al. 2004). 
 
7.1.2 PERCEIVED ATTRACTIVENESS OF INCENTIVE  
 In the qualitative study, it was found that an incentive that was perceived to be 
attractive could motivate people to make more recommendations. However, the type 
of incentive that was considered attractive differed from individual to individual. This 
suggests that the perceived attractiveness of an incentive is the subjective value of the 
incentive. The empirical study confirmed the qualitative finding that the more an 
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incentive was perceived to be attractive, the greater the likelihood of a purchase 
recommendation being made. This is in line with findings on salesforce management 
that highly valued and therefore attractive incentives were effective in motivating 
behavior (Chonko, Tanner and Weeks 1992; Hastings, Kiely and Watkins 1988). In 
fact, a comparison of the variables suggested by the conceptual model to be positively 
related to purchase recommendations revealed that an attractive incentive was the 
most important in predicting the likelihood to recommend.  
 
7.1.3 METAPERCEPTION, INCENTIVES AND TIE STRENGTH 
 The subjective value of an incentive, which is the perceived attractiveness of 
the incentive, can have a positive impact on the likelihood of a purchase 
recommendation being made. The objective value of an incentive however, can have a 
negative impact on the likelihood of a purchase recommendation, via the 
metaperception of the recommendation. 
 Metaperception is a variable that had never been studied in a WOM context. 
Qualitative findings showed that respondents had mixed views about how they 
thought the incentivized recommendation would be perceived by the recipients. Some 
respondents felt that since they had good intentions, their recommendations were 
unlikely to be perceived negatively. Others suggested that if metaperception was 
negative, it would be worse with weak tie relations than strong tie relations because 
trust existed between people of strong ties.  
 The findings from the empirical study showed that incentive size was 
negatively related to the favorability of metaperception. This means that with an 
incentive, the metaperception of the recommendation was more negative, compared to 
without an incentive. In addition, when incentive size was increased, the favorability 
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of the metaperception of the recommendation decreased. Metaperception was found 
to mediate the relationship between incentives and the likelihood to recommend. 
Therefore, it showed that incentives ultimately had a negative impact on the 
likelihood to recommend via the metaperception of the recommendation.  
 Qualitative study findings suggested that when incentives were involved, the 
favorability of the metaperception of the recommendation would be less negative with 
strong tie relations than with weak tie relations. The empirical findings confirmed that 
view. It was found that for both strong and weak ties, metaperception was more 
positive when there was no incentive compared to when there was an incentive. 
However, when incentivized, although metaperception was less favorable for both 
strong and weak ties, strong tie relations had a less negative metaperception of the 
recommendation compared to weak tie relations. The findings support the belief that 
communal relationships (as experienced by strong tie relations) transcend self-
interest, and people give benefits to others to demonstrate a concern for them and to 
attend to their needs (Clark and Mills 1993). This translated into the recommendation 
giver thinking that strong tie relations would view their recommendation less 
negatively than weak tie relations. Metaperception of the recommendation was also 
found to mediate the relationship between tie strength and the likelihood to 
recommend. It might explain why it has been found in previous research that WOM 
occurred more with strong tie relations than with weak tie relations (e.g., Brown and 
Reingen 1987; Reingen and Kernan 1986). Since the recommendation giver probably 
thought that the recommendation would be perceived more positively by a strong tie 
relation than a weak tie relation, they therefore made more recommendations to strong 
tie relations.  
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 In conclusion, incentives given in recommend-a-friend programs can work if 
they are perceived to be attractive and if metaperception of the recommendation is 
favorable. Although incentives can lead to an unfavorable metaperception, this can be 
offset by making recommendations to strong tie relations rather than weak tie 
relations, in view of the fact that metaperception of an incentivized recommendation 
is less negative for strong tie relations. 
 
7.2 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This study has made several important contributions to WOM research. First, 
when marketers introduced recommend-a-friend programs to harness the power of 
WOM, it brought about the need to understand the incentivized recommendation 
behavior of consumers. Prior to that, WOM had always been thought of as credible 
and trustworthy (Flynn, Goldsmith and Eastman 1996; Murray 1991; Silverman 1997) 
because the WOM giver was independent of the company. With incentives in the 
picture however, the assumption of independence and impartiality of the WOM giver 
was challenged. Unlike merely saying positive things about products, services or 
companies, making recommendations imply an “endorsement” of the company’s 
offer.  It is therefore pertinent to understand how consumers are adapting to being 
rewarded for making recommendations. There is a dearth of academic research in this 
area, especially from the consumer’s perspective and this study contributed to filling 
that gap. Given the predominance of referral incentive programs in the marketplace, 
research on WOM should incorporate incentives to enhance our understanding of how 
to harness WOM through incentives, as well as to calculate the returns to the 
company in terms of profits, augmenting Chen and Shi’s (2001) research on the 
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impact of referral incentive programs on a company’s profits under various industry 
structures like monopoly, duopoly and competitive markets.. 
 Second, an examination of incentivized recommendations necessitated the use 
of variables that had previously not been studied in conjunction with 
recommendations, or even general WOM. The first was the perceived attractiveness 
of the incentive, and the second was the metaperception of the recommendation. The 
former is based on the expectancy-value theory of motivation, while the latter is a 
central concept of impression management theory. Researchers of metaperception 
have primarily been interested in the accuracy of metaperception (e.g., Cook and 
Douglas 1998; Levesque 1997; Albright and Malloy 1999), and how people determine 
what others think of them (Kenny and DePaulo 1993). Both the perceived 
attractiveness of an incentive and the metaperception of the recommendation were 
found to be important in predicting the likelihood that a recommendation would be 
made. 
 Third, while a larger incentive is likely to lead to more recommendations 
being made (Wirtz and Chew 2002), it cannot be concluded that it is because a larger 
incentive was perceived to be more attractive than a smaller incentive as perceived 
attractiveness of incentive was not measured in their paper. On possible reason why 
the larger incentive led to a greater likelihood of recommendations could be the type 
of incentive used in the scenario (percentage of discount), versus that used by Wirtz 
and Chew (2002). The attractiveness of this incentive may be moderated by personal 
needs and values. Cash on the other hand is desired by most people and something 
that most people would like to have more of. Its use is versatile as it can be used to 
buy anything that a person likes. As such, since Wirtz and Chew’s (2002) scenario 
used cash as a reward ($25 or $100 credited into the mobile phone account), that 
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could have been the reason why larger incentives led to a greater likelihood of WOM. 
This shows that WOM research on incentivized referrals needs to take into account 
the type of incentive being offered, and its impact on perceived attractiveness 
 Fourth, incentives and tie strength have already been studied in a 
recommendation context in previous research (e.g., Wirtz and Chew 2002). In Wirtz 
and Chew’s study, both incentives and tie strength had a positive impact on the 
likelihood to recommend. This study however, showed that via metaperception, 
incentives can have a negative impact on the likelihood to recommend. This negative 
impact could be offset by tie strength. There was an interaction effect between 
incentives and tie strength on metaperception. With strong tie relations, the 
unfavorable metaperception of incentivized referrals is reduced. In fact, 
metaperception mediated the relationship between incentive, and tie strength on the 
likelihood to recommend. Research on WOM has to take into consideration the effect 
of metaperception as it has a very important role to play in interpersonal 
communications.  
Finally, WOM researchers have not systematically studied the intrinsic 
motivators of recommendations. The WOM motivators previously proposed could 
apply to positive or negative WOM. Even if they applied to positive WOM, it did not 
explicitly apply only to recommendations. This study found that the more prevalent 
motivators of recommendations were other-oriented in nature. This enhances the 
understanding of what motivates recommendations and supports what Mangold, 
Miller and Brockway (1999) observed. Based on a content analysis of the incidences 
of positive WOM, Mangold, Miller and Brockway (1999) found that the recipient’s 
felt need (an other-oriented motivator) was the most important motivator of positive 
WOM. Even for e-WOM, it was found that concern for others was the strongest 
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motivator of eWOM (Hennig-Thurau et. al. 2004). The qualitative study findings 
confirmed this showing that very often, recommendations were triggered or solicited, 
rather than spontaneous, suggesting that recommendations could have been triggered 
by the recipient’s felt need. One of the objectives of giving incentives is to generate 
spontaneous recommendations and research on WOM can focus more on how this can 
be done effectively with incentives.  
 
7.3 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The findings of the qualitative study indicated that satisfaction was a 
necessary requirement for recommendations to occur. If customers are not first 
satisfied, then recommend-a-friend programs are unlikely to work. Thus, it is 
important that companies ensure that they provide good service quality as it has been 
found to impact satisfaction positively (Bitner, Booms and Mohr 1994; Durvasula et 
al. 2004; Sivadas and Baker-Prewitt 2000). Besides recommendations, satisfaction 
also has a positive impact on customer loyalty (Sivadas and Baker-Prewitt 2000), 
repurchase intentions (Durvasula et al. 2004), and even on service recovery (Wirtz 
and Mattila 2004). Therefore, its importance cannot be taken lightly.  
 The reason why some people did not participate in current recommend-a-
friend programs was because of the design of such programs. The study found that an 
attractive incentive would motivate recommendations. Findings from the qualitative 
study suggested attractive incentives included cash, products and services related to 
their purchases, hedonic products that may be unrelated to their purchases, like 
getaways and spa treats, and lastly, special offers and privileges that money could not 
buy. Since the perceived attractiveness of an incentive varies from individual to 
individual, companies could offer a selection of possible incentives, where customers 
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can self-select to maximize the perceived value of the incentive. This would appeal to 
the varied tastes of the different people that companies are trying to motivate. Having 
a range of choice of incentives is consistent with what O’Brien and Jones (1995) 
suggested, to improve the perceived value of loyalty programs. 
 Finally, tie strength was found to be a more important predictor of the 
favorability of metaperception than incentives. The negative impact of incentives on 
metaperception of the recommendation could be offset by the positive impact of tie 
strength. Since the favorability of metaperception is more positive with strong tie 
relations, marketers could design programs encouraging recommendations to strong 
tie relations. For example, mobile phone companies could target families with family 
plans, or even have plans targeting good friends.  
 
7.4 FUTURE RESEARCH 
 Since it has been found that an attractive incentive would enhance the success 
of a recommend-a-friend program, future research could study which types of 
incentives would be perceived as more attractive in recommendation situations. 
Researchers of the effectiveness of loyalty programs have studied different types of 
incentives for loyalty programs and found that in high involvement situations, an 
incentive that was related to their purchases was preferred over one that did not (Yi 
and Jeon 2003). When more effort was needed to fulfill program requirements, luxury 
incentives were preferred to utilitarian incentives (Kivetz and Simonson 2002). These 
research findings suggest that the type of incentive that is considered attractive 
depends on the level of involvement in the purchase situation, and the amount of 
effort needed to obtain the incentive. Therefore, these variables are worthy of 
examination in an incentivized recommendation context. 
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In connection with the discussion above, while there was no hypothesized 
relationship between incentive size and perceived attractiveness of the incentives as it 
was felt that this relationship would be moderated by individual factors like tastes, 
values and needs, it could also be because the relationship is moderated by level of 
involvement and amount of effort needed to obtain the incentive. Therefore, although 
there was no correlation between these two variables in the current study, this link is 
definitely worthy of further examination. Future research could investigate the link 
between incentive size and perceived attractiveness of the incentive to see what could 
moderate the relationship, and to find out if there are any incentives that are generally 
perceived to be more attractive than others. For instance, since cash is something most 
people would like to have more of, if the incentive was cash, then it seems likely that 
there might be a positive relationship between incentive size and the perceived 
attractiveness of the incentive. There is some indication that this might be true. In 
Wirtz and Chew’s (2002) study, there was a strong main effect of incentives on the 
likelihood to recommend, unlike in this study. In that study, the incentive was either 
no incentive, or $25 or $75 credited into the mobile phone subscriber’s account. If 
proven that the link can exist, then there is a need to ascertain when this effect would 
dominate the negative effect of incentive size on metaperception to see what the total 
effect on the likelihood to recommendation would be. 
Incentive size was found to be negatively correlated with the metaperception 
of the recommendation. Future research could focus on how this negative relationship 
can be minimized or even changed. In the empirical study, the incentive was given 
only to the recommendation giver. Future research could focus on different 
distributions of incentives to see if it would help to counter the unfavorable 
metaperception. For example, if both the recommendation giver and recipient were to 
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receive an incentive, then the metaperception of the recommendation may not be 
unfavorable. Alternatively, if the recommendation recipient were to receive more 
incentive than the giver, this may even enhance the perception that the giver is other-
oriented. This is likely to encourage recommendations as people generally prefer to 
present themselves in a socially desirable way (Schlenker and Leary 1982).  
One limitation of the current study is that it was not explicitly stated in the 
scenario that the recipient will know that the giver is receiving an incentive. This 
might have an impact on the influence of metaperception. Although the experiment 
has high external validity as recommendation givers might risk the recipient finding 
out about the incentive scheme if the recipients visit the restaurant, future studies 
could state this aspect more clearly in the scenarios so there the recipient definitely 
knows that the giver is making an incentivized recommendation.  
Since there are two parties involved in a recommendation situation, future 
research could also focus on how the recipient’s perception might then influence the 
giver’s metaperception and ultimately, the intention to make an incentivized 
recommendation. It is highly likely that if a recipient thinks that the incentive that the 
giver is getting is very attractive, then the giver might think that his/her incentivized 
recommendation would be viewed unfavorably. This might then lead to the decreased 
likelihood to make a recommendation. This interplay in the two-way communication 
process is interesting and worthy of further examination.  
The favorability of metaperception has never been studied in a 
recommendation context. Incentives and tie strength was found to only explain a 
small part of what influences the favorability of metaperception. Given the 
importance of this variable in social relations, especially in an incentivized 
recommendation situation, future research could examine what else might influence 
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this variable or moderate the relationship between incentive size and metaperception.. 
Findings from the qualitative study showed that some respondents felt that 
metaperception of their incentivized recommendation would not be negative if they 
good intentions for making the recommendation. This suggests that perhaps 
personality traits that enhance helping behavior might affect metaperception 
favorably. Previous research on helping behavior has found that an important 
antecedent of the willingness to help is empathy, which is dependent on a person’s 
altruistic orientation (Batson 1991). Altruism is the intention to benefit others as an 
expression of one’s internal values, regardless of social or motivational reinforcement 
(Price, Feick and Guskey 1995; Schwartz 1991). Future research could examine 
whether altruism is positively correlated with the favorability of metaperception of an 
incentivized recommendation.  
Another aspect of perception that could negatively impact the making of an 
incentivized recommendation is that relating to the perception of the company’s 
motives for instituting such a program. Some respondents in the qualitative study 
expressed that their current non-participation in referral incentive programs was due 
to their perception that such programs were used by companies that needed more 
business, and that it was a sales ploy. In fact, there might be a correlation between this 
point and metaperception, and their impact on the likelihood of a recommendation 
being made. Therefore, this issue of whether respondents felt that their 
recommendations were being “bought” and the impact it has on their recommendation 
behavior is worthy of further examination. 
Finally, satisfaction has been repeatedly associated with positive WOM in 
general (e.g., Naylor and Keiser 2000; Wirtz and Chew 2002). Findings from the in-
depth interviews indicate that satisfaction is actually a pre-requisite to 
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recommendations. This finding could also be experimentally assessed in future 
research. 
 
7.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY  
 This chapter discussed the findings from both the qualitative and empirical 
studies. Other-oriented motivation was found to positively predict the likelihood to 
recommend in a non-incentivized situation. Incentives can have a positive impact, as 
well as a negative impact on the likelihood to recommend. The subjective value of an 
incentive, namely its perceived attractiveness, has a positive impact on 
recommendations. The more attractive an incentive is perceived to be, the more likely 
a recommendation will occur. Metaperception of the recommendation was found to 
mediate the relationship between incentive, tie strength and the likelihood to 
recommend. Therefore, it can be concluded that the objective value of an incentive 
has a negative impact on recommendations via metaperception of the 
recommendation. This negative impact however, can be offset by the positive impact 
of tie strength on metaperception.  
 The theoretical and managerial contributions of the study were discussed. The 
study filled a gap in the lack of academic research on incentivized recommendations. 
It also extended psychological and sociological theories into the WOM domain with 
the inclusion of the perceived attractiveness of an incentive, and the metaperception 
of the recommendation into the study. These two variables had previously never been 
studied in a WOM context. Finally it enhanced understanding of how incentives and 
tie strength impact recommendations. The study provided managers with an insight 
into how to better design recommend-a-friend programs and whom to target them at. 
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 Finally, it is hoped that this study will spur future research on incentivized 
recommendations. An important future research avenue is how to improve the 
favorablility of metaperception of incentivized recommendations, so that it ensures 
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Hello, I’m Patricia Chew, a PHD candidate from the NUS Business School. I am 
currently doing research on how consumers share their consumption experiences with 
each other, and what companies can do to help. I am interested in hearing about your 
experiences in this area, and would be asking you questions pertaining to the topic. All 
responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality. If at any point during the 
interview, you have any questions, feel free to stop me and ask me anything you want. 
Also, if there are questions that you do not wish to answer, let me know, and we will 
skip that question. 
 
 
1. Tell me more about one experience that you had, when you felt very happy as a 
customer. 
• What did you buy? 
• What made you feel so happy? 
• What did you like about the product/service? 
 
2. Who did you share your experience with? 
• Besides those already mentioned, did you share your experience with 
anyone else? 
• How did you share your experience? For example, face-to-face, over the 
phone, or other avenues? 
• Could you please share with me how you group people that you know? 
 
3. What made you want to share your experience with A? What about B? 
• What is the difference in your objectives, when you told A, compared to B? 
• What is the difference in your feelings, when you told A, compared to B? 
 
4. Other than A and B, what would make you want to share your experience with 
total strangers? 
 
5. In your opinion, what is the difference between TELLING someone about your 
experience, and RECOMMENDING someone to buy the product/service? 
 
 
Now, we will move on to a different topic from what we’ve been discussing so far. We 
are going to talk about companies offering incentives. 
 
 
6. Some companies offer incentives for you to recommend a friend to use their 
service. For example, if you recommend a friend who subsequently signs up, 
perhaps you get a free 2D/1N stay at a resort, or you get a free watch or a free 
voucher etc. What is your opinion about these kinds of incentive programmes? 
 
7. Let’s say that company A (happy experience) asked you to help them to design 
an incentive program that would be effective in getting YOU to recommend a 
friend to them. What advice would you give them? 





• Effort required? 
 
8. Now, let’s just say that company A (happy experience) were to offer you 
(incentive suggested earlier) to recommend a friend to them. What are your 
feelings about their offer? 
• What are the things you would consider, when taking up their offer? 
• How would your degree of closeness to a person, affect the way you take 
advantage of the incentive? 
 
9. Now, if in one instance, the company gives the incentive to you, AND the 
person that you recommended. Would that affect how you would take 
advantage of the incentive? 
• How would it affect the way you take advantage of the incentive? 
• Would you tell more people? 
• Would you tell acquaintances? 
• Would you tell strangers? 
• Would you tell people without them bringing up the subject? 
 
 
Alright. We’ve been talking about the way you share your experiences about products 
and services, with others. We will now move to a different perspective, where you are 
the receiver of information about products and services. 
 
 
10. Now, let’s just say that you found out that the person, who recommended you to 
a certain product/service, was given an incentive by the company to do so. How 
would you react to the recommendation? 
• What would you think about the person? 
• What would you think about the recommendation? 
• What will your feelings about the recommendation be? 
• How much would you rely on the recommendation, to make a decision 
about whether to buy or not? 
 
 
We have come to the end of the interview. Do you have anything you want to add, to 
the answers that you gave earlier? 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance in helping me to understand your experiences 
better. Once again, I want to assure you, that your confidentiality will be respected and 






  3 




Hello, I’m Patricia Chew, a PHD candidate from the NUS Business School. I am 
currently doing research on how consumers share their consumption experiences with 
each other, and what companies can do to help. I am interested in hearing about your 
experiences in this area, and would be asking you questions pertaining to the topic. All 
responses will be treated with utmost confidentiality. If at any point during the 
interview, you have any questions, feel free to stop me and ask me anything you want. 
Also, if there are questions that you do not wish to answer, let me know, and we will 
skip that question. 
 
Motivators of WOM 
1. I’m sure we’ve all had some positive experiences as customers that we have 
shared with others. Tell me more about ONE positive experience you had as a 
customer, which you shared with others about.  
• What was positive about that experience? 
• Who did you share with? 
 
2. What made you want to share your experience with A? What about B? 
• What were some of your thoughts when you talked to A? What about B? 
• What were some of your feelings when you talked to A? What about B? 
 
3. Would you consider A to be someone close to you, or someone you have a 
casual relationship with? What about B? 
 
4. In GENERAL, what makes you share with others about your positive 
experiences as a customer? 
 
Tie Strength Main Effect 
5a. Tell me more about a time you shared with someone you have a casual 
relationship with about your positive experience as a customer. (Assumption: 
Answer to question 1 is sharing with someone close) 
 
5b. In what way is what made you share with (close relation) different from what 
made you share with (casual relation)? 
• What is the difference in what was said? 
• What is the difference in how it was said? 
 
Incentive Main Effect 
6. Some companies offer incentives for you to recommend someone to use their 
service. Generally, what is your opinion about these kinds of incentive 
programs? 
 
7. Let’s say you had a very happy experience with a company because the service 
was excellent and you thoroughly enjoyed yourself. Then, this company offered 
you an incentive to recommend others to them. What are your reactions to that 
offer? 
• What are some of your thoughts about the offer? 
  4 
• What are some of your feelings about the offer? 
• Will you take advantage of the offer and make an effort to tell others about 
them? 
 
8. In what way will your recommendation behavior be different, with the incentive 
compared to without the incentive? 
• Will it make you tell more people? 
• Will it make you put in more effort to persuade others to patronize the 
company? 
 
9. Let’s say that company A (happy experience) asked you to help them to design 
an incentive program that would be effective in getting YOU to recommend 
others to them. What advice would you give them? 
• Types? 
• Amount? 
• Effort required? 
• Timing? 
 
10. Show a scenario of an incentive program by a non-profit organization.  
• What are some of your thoughts about this program? 
• What are some of your feelings about this program? 
 
Tie Strength as a Moderator for the Incentive-WOM Relationship 
11a. If your were given the incentive that you suggested earlier, in what way will 
your sharing with people you have a close relationship with be different, 
compared to without the incentive? 
 
11b. If your were given the incentive that you suggested earlier, in what way will 
your sharing with people you have a casual relationship with be different, 
compared to without the incentive? 
 
Now, we will move on to a different perspective from what we’ve been discussing so 
far. We will discuss how you think your recipients are going to react to you making a 
recommendation and getting an incentive for it.  
 
Giver’s Perspective of Recipient’s Reactions/Views 
12a. Let’s just say that the company gives you an incentive to make 
recommendation. How do you think the person you have a close relationship 
with will react, on learning that you are receiving an incentive if they take up on 
your recommendation? 
• What kind of thoughts will they have? 
• What kind of feelings will they have? 
• Do you think they will take up on your recommendation? 
 
12b. Let’s just say that the company gives you an incentive to make a 
recommendation. How do you think the person you have a casual relationship 
with will react, on learning that you are receiving an incentive if they take up on 
your recommendation? 
• What kind of thoughts will they have? 
  5 
• What kind of feelings will they have? 
• Do you think they will take up on your recommendation? 
 
 
We are almost at the end of the interview, I just have one last set of questions to ask 
you. Earlier, you took the perspective as the giver of the recommendation and tried to 
guess how your listeners will respond. Now, we will move on to a different perspective 
where you are the recipient of a recommendation.  
 
13a. Now, let’s just say that you found out that the person, who recommended you to 
a certain product/service, was given an incentive by the company to do so. How 
would you react to the recommendation? 
• What would you think about the person? 
• What would you think about the recommendation? 
• What will your feelings about the recommendation be? 
• How much would you rely on the recommendation, to make a decision 
about whether to buy or not? 
 
13b. How would your reactions be different, if the recommendation came from 
someone you have a close relationship with, compared to someone you have a 
casual relationship with? 
 
We have come to the end of the interview. Do you have anything you want to add, to 
the answers that you gave earlier? 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance in helping me to understand your experiences 
better. Once again, I want to assure you, that your confidentiality will be respected and 
you will not be identified in any way, in the final report. 
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APPENDIX B 
   









I am a Doctoral Candidate with the NUS Business School, at the National University of 
Singapore. I am currently working on my dissertation, on the subject of consumer 
word-of-mouth and incentives, together with my committee, Dr Jochen Wirtz and Dr 
Siok Kuan Tambyah.  
 
Thank you for your willingness to participate in the interview(s). The interview(s) will 
be taped and transcribed. However, if there is any question that you do not wish to 
answer, we can skip the question. A copy of the transcripts will be shown to you for 
verification purposes. The interview should last between 1 – 1 1/2 hours, and there may 
be follow-up interviews, if necessary.  
 
There are no potential risks to you for participating in this study.  The results of the 
interview would be used to refine additional research projects, and may also be 
published in academic journals. You can be assured, however, that your identity will be 
kept strictly confidential. If you have any queries about the study, please feel free to 













_______________________                                              _________________ 





























Marital status: __________________________________________________ 
 
Educational level: _______________________________________________ 
 
Occupation / Previous occupation: __________________________________ 
 
Contact number: ________________________________________________ 
 


























Department of Marketing 






1. Read the following scenarios carefully. 
2. Answer the questions based on the scenarios presented. 
3. There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. We are only 
interested in your views about the situation. 
4. Your responses would be kept confidential. It will be used only for the 
purposes of academic research. 




Dissertation Supervisors: Dr Jochen Wirtz 
      Dr Tambyah Siok Kuan 
 
Researcher:                       Patricia Chew 
  
SECTION A – GENERAL BEHAVIOUR 
 
1. Please read the following questions and circle the extent you agree or disagree 
with the statements.   
 
 
  Strongly                                                       
Strongly 
Disagree                                                      Agree 
a I make recommendations 




   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
b I make recommendations 
when I know the 
product/service will meet 
their needs 
  
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
c I make recommendations 
so that others can enjoy  
the same benefits that I 
had from my experience 
  
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
d I like to help people by 
providing them with 
information about 
products and services 
  
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
e When I make a 
recommendation, I have 
others’ best interest in 
mind. 
  





SECTION B – RESTAURANT SCENARIO 
 
Please read the following scenario carefully and imagine that you are in the 





You had a fantastic experience at a restaurant with great food and excellent service, 
all at a very reasonable price. It was one of the most outstanding restaurant 
experiences that you have had. The staff there were extremely courteous, friendly and 
very well-trained.  You were exceedingly delighted with your experience and decided 
that you would definitely visit the restaurant again.  
 
When you were paying your bill, the restaurant gave you a privilege card with a 
personalized serial number. In addition, you were also given ten cards that had the 
same personalized serial number on them. You can pass these cards to people whom 
you recommend, to eat at the restaurant. If the person that you recommend goes to the 
restaurant to eat and gives the restaurant the card, the restaurant will reward you with 
a 75% discount off your bill on your subsequent visits (i.e., if you recommend ten 
people and they go and eat at the restaurant and return the card, you can get a 75% 
discount for each of your next ten visits to the restaurant). 
 
The next day, you happened to have a lunch appointment with your casual 




2. Based on the restaurant scenario you have read, please circle the extent you 
agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 
  Strongly                                                      Strongly 
Disagree                                                          Agree 
a I am likely to recommend 
the restaurant to him/her. 
    
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 
b I am likely to encourage 
him/her to patronize the 
restaurant. 
   
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
c I am likely to be 
enthusiastic in my 
recommendation of the 
restaurant to him/her. 
   
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
d I am likely to put in effort 
to recommend the 
restaurant to him/her. 
   






3. Assuming you would make a recommendation based on the restaurant 
scenario above, what would your casual acquaintance think about your 
recommendation? 
 
  Strongly                                                       
Strongly 
Disagree                                                      Agree 




   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 




   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
c He/she will think that my 
recommendation is 
trustworthy.   
   
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
d He/she will think that my 
recommendation is a 
good one. 
   
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 
 
4. How do you find the incentive given by the restaurant? Please circle.  
 
  Strongly                                                       
Strongly 




The incentive is good. 
  








   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 
c 
The incentive is 
attractive. 
 
   




The incentive is excellent. 
 
   




I like the incentive. 
 
   





5. How would you describe your relationship with the person that you had a 
lunch appointment with in the restaurant scenario?  
 
  Strongly                                                       
Strongly 
Disagree                                                      Agree 
a He/she is someone whom 
I would be willing to 
share personal 
confidences with 
   
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
b He/she is someone whom 
I would gladly spend a 
free afternoon socializing 
with. 
  
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 
c He/she is someone whom 
I would be likely to 
perform a LARGE favour 
for. 
  
   1          2          3          4          5          6          7 
 
On a scale of 1 to 7, rate your level of closeness to the person you had a lunch 








    
     









SECTION D - DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
Please tick the box that applies to you. 
 
 
6. Gender : 
 □  Male                            □  Female 
 
7. Age:      
 □ 20 or less  □ 21 – 25 □ 26 – 30 
 □ 31 – 35  □ 36 – 40 □ 41 – 50 




 □ Chinese  □ Malay  □ Indian 
 □  Eurasian  □ Others: Pls specify _________________ 
 
9. Your Highest Educational Level: 
 □ Primary & below □ O/N level/ITE □ A Level 
 □ Diploma  □ Bachelor’s  □ Post-Graduate 
 
10. Your Personal Monthly Income: 
 □ $1000 & less  □ $1001 - $3000 □ $3001 - $5000 
 □ $5001 - $7000  □ $7001 - $9000 □ $9001 & above 
 
11. Occupation: 
 □ Professional/Manager  □ Self-employed 
□ Executive   □ Homemaker 
□ Clerical/Admin  □ Student 
□ Service/Sales   □ Retired 
□ Technicians/Production □ Unemployed 
□ Production   □ Others:  __________________ 
 
 
12. Marital Status: 
□ Single    □ Married 
□ Others 
 
13. How many children do you have?  





~ Thank you for your participation!~ 
